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In 2014, the United States Department of Education Office for Civil Rights reported that only
2% of English Learners (ELs) were enrolled in gifted programs compared to 7% of non-ELs.
With ELs emerging as the fastest growing population of learners in the United States, it is of
concern that EL representation in gifted and talented education continues to lag behind both
traditional populations of learners and other underserved populations of learners. Therefore, the
underidentification of gifted ELs constitutes a problem. Although “all gifted is local,” gifted
identification is typically determined at the state level, which in turn informs what is expected of
school districts. One state that has identified commensurate numbers of gifted ELs is Colorado.
Of note, Colorado has a definition, regulations, and guidelines that included gifted ELs, with
districts required to address gifted ELs through program plans. The specific references to and
requirements for identifying gifted ELs in Colorado’s state and district documents provide an
opportunity to examine how the authors represented gifted ELs in official documents. Critical
Discourse Analysis of these documents revealed four identity-forming discourses of gifted ELs.
The findings reveal gifted EL identities as formed by Colorado’s (a) definitions and designations,
(b) accountability, (c) identification processes and procedures, and (d) stakeholder interactions.
These four discourses are a view of gifted ELs as an underrepresented population of culturally,
ethnically, and linguistically diverse learners who benefit from targeted identification processes
and procedures enacted through stakeholder interactions and accountability.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
Gifted students are present in every population of students in “all levels of society
regardless of sex, race, socio-economic, or ethnic origin” (Brown, 1997, p. 159), including
diverse ethnic groups (Adler, 1967; U.S. Department of Education: Office for Civil Rights
[OCR], 2014a). The federal government has asserted that education of gifted and talented
learners is needed to benefit “students, children, or youth who give evidence of high achievement
capability in areas such as intellectual, creative, artistic, or leadership capacity, or in specific
academic fields, and who need services or activities not ordinarily provided by the school in
order to fully develop those capabilities” (No Child Left Behind [NCLB], 2001, p. 535).
However, identifying students as gifted and providing accompanying services is left to the
discretion of individual states with some states not requiring gifted identification or services and
with others offering one or both (National Association for Gifted Children & Council of State
Directors of Programs for the Gifted [NAGC & CSDPG], 2015). Within this disparity of gifted
identification among states is the additional challenge of equitable identification of underserved
populations of gifted learners, including students of color, children from low socioeconomic
status backgrounds, and students with limited English language (Callahan, 2005; Plucker &
Callahan, 2014).
Statement of Problem
Of all underserved populations of gifted learners, English learners (ELs) are the least
likely to be commensurately identified for gifted services (Callahan, 2005; Matthews, 2014).
This is of concern as ELs are the fastest growing population of learners in the United States
(National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2013). So substantial and pervasive is the
issue of underidentification and underrepresentation for gifted ELs, the U.S. Department of
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Education: Office of English Language Acquisition (OELA) commissioned a study to identify
strategies that schools were using to successfully identify ELs for gifted programs (Siegle, 20142015). As there is no federal mandate to identify or serve the needs of gifted learners (NAGC &
CSDPG, 2015), it is up to each individual state to determine whether or not to identify and serve
the needs of gifted learners in general or gifted ELs in particular. If gifted learners are present in
all populations (Adler, 1967; Brown, 1997; OCR, 2014a) and ELs are present in all states (OCR,
2014b), attention to EL equitable identification is merited for access to gifted programming that
will provide them with appropriate challenges for growth.
Part of identification involves understanding the population of interest (Borland, 2004;
Brulles et al., 2011; Callahan, 2005; Castellano, 2011; Mun et al., 2016; Oakland & Rosen, 2005;
Siegle et al., 2016). Although there are studies and recommendations for identifying gifted ELs
(Bernal, 2002; Borland, 2004; Briggs et al., 2008; Brulles, et al., 2011; Callahan, 2005;
Castellano, 1998, 2011; Granada, 2003; Gubbins et al., 2018; Harris et al., 2009; Oakland &
Rossen, 2005) as well as a systematic review of the literature (Mun et al., 2016), no one has yet
posited how those in power (i.e., state and local educational agencies) view gifted ELs as a
population in relation to identification. This view of gifted ELs is considered a social identity
(Zotzmann & O’Regan, 2016). A social identity, then, is formed by discourses that represent
processes, relations, and structures, as well as thoughts, feelings, and beliefs (Fairclough, 1992).
Discourses held by a state that has commensurately identified gifted ELs would be helpful for
examining how gifted ELs are viewed (Fairclough 1992, 2013; Janks, 1997) and could inform
future research and advocacy (Adie et al., 2013).
Wiggin (2017) compared three states that recognized the need to identify ELs for gifted
programs. Arizona, Colorado, and Florida had gifted definitions that specifically addressed

2

robust EL populations representing 8.4% of Arizona’s student population, 13.3% of Colorado’s
student population, and 10.3% of Florida’s student population. Both Colorado and Florida
assessed affective, cognitive, and psycho-social/behavioral domains, while Arizona addressed
the cognitive domain, did not require the use of multiple tests, and had no process to identify
gifted ELs through alternative means. Florida allowed districts leeway in creating alternative
plans for identifying ELs, but Wiggin (2017) cautioned that this relied on district initiative that
may not come to fruition. Of the three states, Wiggin found Colorado was the most likely to
identify gifted ELs as a result of employing universal screening rather than relying on
nomination and embracing a range of practices recommended for the identification of gifted ELs.
Similarly, researchers at the University of Connecticut (2014) found Colorado identified
commensurate numbers of gifted ELs in 2014. Therefore, Colorado is a state that merits
examination of its identification of gifted ELs during that period of time.
Colorado
Colorado had state and district documents to examine relative to gifted ELs. There were
four state documents. The first was a revision to the Colorado Act Concerning the Provision of
Educational Programs to Gifted Students (Act; Colo. Rev. Stat. § 07-1244, 2007), regarding
students who may not be adequately identified through “traditional measures” (p. 1). The second
was the Rules for the Administration of the Exceptional Children’s Educational Act (Rules,
ECEA; Colorado Board of Education, 2015), which included rules relative to gifted
programming, including definitions, identification, programming, and reporting. The third was a
Guidance document (Guidance; Colorado Department of Education Office of Gifted Education
[CDEOGE], 2011) for district authors to produce program plans as required. The fourth was a
Gifted Education Guidelines document (Guidelines; CDEOGE, 2012) with information and
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resources related to all aspects of gifted programming.
At the local level, district authors produced plans with required sections on gifted
education communication, definition, identification, programming, evaluation, personnel, and
budget for a 4-year period. Colorado had 57 Administrative Units (Colorado Board of Education,
2018). Fifteen of the 57 Administrative Units were Board of Cooperative Educational Services
(BOCES) of multiple districts working collaboratively that collectively represented 136 school
districts (Colorado BOCES Association, n.d.). For the purposes of this study, then, there were 42
program plans representing individual school districts with program plans covering 2012-2016 as
required.
Explicit references to and requirements for identifying gifted ELs in Colorado’s state and
district documents provided an opportunity to examine how authors represented gifted ELs in
official documents. This representation was a social identity. A social identity is an individual’s
inclusion in a particular group or community based on a unifying commonality (Zotzmann &
O’Regan, 2016). Gifted ELs’ social identity was formed by discourses (Fairclough, 1992, 2013)
as revealed through the use of language. These discourses may then be a means to understand the
beliefs and attitudes of those in power in a state that commensurately identifies gifted ELs. To
clarify, this identity was not one that gifted ELs held or presented about themselves. Instead, the
identity of discussion in this analysis was formed about gifted ELs by how the state and district
authors wrote about gifted ELs and how to work towards equitably identifying them.
Colorado’s definition of gifted learners was those persons between the ages of 5 and 21
whose abilities, talents, and potential for accomplishment were so exceptional or
developmentally advanced that they required special provisions to meet their educational
programming needs, including those with exceptional abilities or potential from all cultural
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populations (Colorado Board of Education, 2015). Colorado’s Rules included requirements for
district gifted staff to use methods to ensure equal and equitable access for all students, including
culturally and ethnically diverse students and those with limited English proficiency. The
Guidance document included requirements and rubrics for district program plans. The gifted
Guidelines document included information and resources about ELs, including terminology,
identification, characteristics, and recommendations for best practices (CDEOGE, 2012).
Together, Colorado’s documents and district program plans constituted a body of documents to
analyze for discourses that formed the identity of gifted ELs as viewed by the state and district
authors.
Purpose of the Study
Examining Colorado’s state and district authors’ use of language related to gifted ELs
may help us to understand the power relationship between state and district authority over gifted
identification and ELs’ opportunities to be identified for programming (Fairclough, 1992, 2013).
State and district documents included language that addressed how the authors represented gifted
ELs and what they needed for equitable identification. Using Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA;
Fairclough, 1992, 2013) to reveal the discourses that formed the social identity of gifted ELs
would provide insight into how authors in a state that has commensurately identified gifted ELs
viewed them as a population through the use of language in official documents. Therefore,
analyzing state and district documents through CDA served as a means to answer the following
research question: What were the identity-forming discourses of gifted ELs as revealed through
the use of language in Colorado’s state documents and resulting district program plans?
Significance of the Study
Gifted education encompasses a wide range of definitions and processes for identifying
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gifted learners. However, there is a lack of consensus regarding which identification processes
and procedures are most effective in identifying gifted learners in general, much less those from
diverse populations, including ELs. As such, equal and equitable identification of gifted ELs is
imperative but remains elusive. Underrepresentation presents the need for information,
understanding, advocacy, and action. Analysis of language used in documents to reveal the
identity-forming discourses of gifted ELs’ social identity provides the opportunity for insight
into how authors in a state that equitably identified gifted ELs viewed them and communicated
those views. Such insights can lead to recommendations that may be used by state and district
stakeholders to foster equitable identification of gifted ELs and use language as a means to that
end.
Assumptions
I conducted this study under the assumptions that
•

Colorado’s district program plans represented current and targeted practices for
their gifted education in 2012-2016.

•

Program plans represented best efforts to fulfill state laws and meet CDEOGE
rules regarding the equitable identification of gifted ELs and were accurate at the
time of publication.
Definitions of Terms

Culturally, Linguistically, and Ethnically Diverse Learners
Colorado Guidelines defined Culturally and Linguistically Diverse as
An education term used by the U.S. Department of Education to define students enrolled
in education programs who are either non-English proficient (NEP) or limited-English
proficient (LEP). The term is also used to identify students from homes and communities
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where English is not the primary language of communication. These students speak a
variety of languages and come from diverse social, cultural, and economic backgrounds.
The term most commonly used by educators to describe these students is ‘English
Language Learners’ (ELLs). English as a Second Language (ESL) is also used.
(CDEOGE, 2012, p. 585)
However, the state and district documents also included ethnic diversity beyond cultural and
linguistic diversity, so cultural, linguistic, and ethnic diversity (CLED) is the term of use for this
study.
English Learners
A student who is linguistically diverse and who is identified using the state-approved
English language proficiency assessment and a body of evidence as having a level of
English language proficiency that requires language support to achieve standards in
grade-level content in English. (Colorado Department of Education, n.d., ¶7)
Equal and Equitable Identification
Colorado specified “equal and equitable” access to gifted identification for ELs
(Colorado Board of Education, 2015). There is a distinction between the term terms. Equal is
defined as similar in quality or status, and equitable is defined as having equity in dealing fairly
with all concerned (Merriam-Webster, n.d.).
Gifted Identification
The program plan shall describe the assessment process used by the [district] for
identifying students who meet the definition specified in section 12.01(16) and for
identifying the educational needs of gifted students. The assessment process shall
recognize a student’s exceptional abilities or potential, interests, and needs in order to
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guide student instruction and individualized planning and programming. In traditionally
underrepresented student groups and visual/music/performing arts student groups or
talent pools, identification may require the collection of student information over time,
using additional data points from a response to intervention approach, or additional
assessment. (Colorado Board of Education, 2015, p. 104)
Program Plans
Districts were required to produce comprehensive gifted education program plans for
2012-2016. Program plans included all elements in sections 12.02(2)(a) through 12.02(2)(l) of
the ESEA rules for communication, definition, identification, programming, student
accountability and accreditation, student accountability and program evaluation, personnel,
budget, record keeping, early access, and dispute resolution. Additionally, program plans
included descriptions of what already existed in the district as well as target/s for improvement
(Colorado Board of Education, 2015).
Stakeholders
All administrators, teachers, parents, and students involved in the education and
development of gifted and talented children (CDEOGE, 2015, p. 593).
Underrepresented Populations.
“Underrepresented or Underserved Populations – Those populations within a
school/district that are not proportionately represented among the learners provided with
accommodations for their giftedness. Traditionally underserved populations include low socioeconomic, English language learners, and minority groups” (CDEOGE, 2012, p. 594).
Universal Screening
Universal screening provides baseline data and recognizes strengths of high- and low-
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performing students. From the Guidelines document
This data becomes part of a body of evidence that may lead to identification or determine
a need for additional assessment before formal identification occurs. Examples of
universal screening tools include cognitive and achievement tests or behavioral
observations. These screenings may identify a need for early supports and services, prior
to formal identification, especially for underrepresented student groups. (CDEOGE,
2012, p. 495)
Summary
In this chapter, I introduced the need for this study. In stating the problem, I addressed
gifted EL underrepresentation as a problem of identification challenges that are critical as the
numbers of ELs continues to rise. In considering the varying ways that states addressed gifted
ELs in their definitions, laws, and policies, Colorado emerged (per Wiggin, 2017) as the state
mostly like to identify gifted ELs of three states that recognized the need to identify ELs, with
confirmation that Colorado has identified commensurate numbers of gifted ELs (University of
Connecticut, 2014). The existence of a range of Colorado state and local documents addressing
gifted ELs provided a body of documents to examine critically through CDA. Given the problem
of gifted EL underrepresentation, CDA was a means of addressing the research question.
Examining identity-forming discourses related to gifted ELs has the potential to help the field
better understand the social practice of identification and transform identification practices for
the better.
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The purpose of this study was to analyze the language used by Colorado state and district
authors within and across documents to determine the identity-forming discourses of equitably
identifying gifted ELs. First, I will review literature on gifted ELs from a historical standpoint
and in context of what constitutes a gifted EL definition. Next, I will review elements of gifted
identification processes and procedures for ELs from the field of gifted research, including
referrals, universal screening, selecting culturally and linguistically sensitive measures, and
determining how to use those measures. I will also review literature on accountability and
stakeholder interactions because these activities provide context for identification and the
processes around it in this study. Then, I will review Colorado’s identification process and
responses to a national survey on gifted education for the 2014-2015 school year relevant to ELs.
Finally, I will review Critical Discourse Analysis and its use in education.
Gifted English Learners
Historical Perspectives on Gifted and Talented EL Identification
Culturally and linguistically diverse populations have been underrepresented from the
beginning of research in the field of gifted education (Borland, 2004). The field of gifted
education emerged from Sir Francis Galton’s 1869 work Heredity of Genius (Galton, 1869). In
assessing intellectual eminence in Britain, Galton asserted that intellectual eminence was the
domain of the White upper class. In his Genetic Studies of Genius, Louis Terman (1925)
addressed below-average IQ scores for the few Italian, Portuguese, and Mexican students in his
sample by concluding that he could not say how much of this was due to what he considered a
“language handicap” (Terman, 1925, p. 57), but neither did he explore its implications.
A more inclusive view of giftedness emerged with the proliferation of gifted programs
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established in response to Russia’s entry into the space race with the 1957 launch of the Sputnik
satellite (J. R. Cross & T. Cross, 2010). Congress’s 1972 Marland Report was a critical
examination of practices and produced the first federal definition of giftedness. In addition to this
attention in general, there was attention to diversity as Adler (1967) reported on the incidence of
giftedness among ethnic groups and Congress’s Equal Educational Opportunities Act (1974)
codified the importance of valuing and fostering academic potential in all peoples. Together, the
Marland Report and the Equal Educational Opportunities Act addressed the field of gifted
education and all special populations within it. Importantly, in this period of national attention,
Renzulli (1973) was one of the first in the field of gifted education to not only address the
existence of talent potential in minority groups, but also to propose strategies for identifying and
maximizing that potential.
The field gained national support through Congress’s establishment of the Jacob K. Javits
Gifted and Talented Students Education Act in 1988 with a focus on students historically
underrepresented in gifted education (Renzulli et al., 2014), including “economically
disadvantaged individuals, individuals of limited English proficiency, and individuals with
handicaps” (Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education Act of 1988, 20 USC
§3065). Javits funding, in turn, supported the establishment of The National Research Center on
the Gifted and Talented (NRC/GT; Renzulli et al., 2014), which conducted studies related to the
Javits foci, including a national survey of the status of K-12 gifted programming to provide data
to federal, state, and local policy makers, as well as researchers and practitioners (Gubbins et al.,
2014; NRC/GT, n.d.). The resulting data informed the report National Excellence: A Case for
Developing America’s Talent (U.S. Department of Education: Office of Educational Research
and Improvement [OERI], 1993), which formally articulated the existence of gifted learners from
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diverse populations as “outstanding talents are present in children and youth from all cultural
groups” (OERI, 1993, p. 26). Federal funding for research into gifted underrepresented groups
continued with the establishment of the National Center for Research on Gifted Education
(NCRGE) in 2014 (Siegle, 2014-2015) with a focus on exploring how school personnel
successfully identified, served, and retained students from underrepresented groups in gifted
programs. Beyond that, however, the need for specific research on gifted ELs, even among other
underrepresented groups, prompted the OELA to fund a case study of schools that successfully
identified a high percentage of ELs for gifted program services (Siegle, 2014-2015) as an
extension of the NCRGE’s work.
Gifted EL Considerations
The federal government defines giftedness as intellectual, creative, artistic, leadership, or
intellectual potential or capacity requiring services not ordinarily provided by a school to
develop (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001). Estimates on the number of students encompassed
within this field vary according to the definition of giftedness that is used within different
theoretical models. It ranges from a narrow 1% of the population if based solely upon IQ
(Terman, 1925) to more than 20% if based upon an inclusive talent development model such as
Renzulli and Reis’s Schoolwide Enrichment Model (1985, 1997, 2014) with the Office for Civil
Rights (OCR, 2014a) estimating the number of students enrolled in gifted programs at 7%
overall. However, only 2% of ELs are enrolled in gifted programs in the United States.
This dearth of identified gifted ELs presents a problem as ELs are the fastest growing
population of learners in the United States (NCES, 2013) with 4.6 million identified ELs
representing 9.4% of the public school students in 2013-2014 (OCR, 2014b). The federal
government defines ELs as those whose first language is not English and whose level of English
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acquisition poses a challenge in meeting academic standards, achieving in the classroom, or
participating fully in society (Education Commission of the States, 2014; United States
Department of Education, 2016). While language status is the primary factor in designation as an
EL, there are other factors that come into play, making them an even more diverse group by
immigration status, socio-economic level, prior access to education, and whether they are the
only ones who speak that language at their school or they have a large body of peers (Mun et al.,
2016). Regardless of their status, being an EL represents a potential barrier to accessing gifted
identification and programming (Callahan, 2005; Siegle et al., 2016).
Complicating the issue of equitable identification of gifted ELs is the nature of
“membership” as both gifted and EL. ELs are those students whose level of English proficiency
prevents them from academically achieving on grade level in English. Gifted learners are those
with manifest or potential strengths across various domains. With the EL and gifted descriptors
seemingly at odds with each other, researchers have noted the importance of drawing attention to
the issue that language acquisition does not equal manifest nor potential strength. They have also
emphasized the importance of supporting equitable gifted EL identification accordingly (Brulles
et al., 2011; Castellano, 1998; Iowa Department of Education, 1999; Matthews, 2014; Mun et al.,
2016; Siegle et al., 2016).
Gifted EL Definitions, Laws, and Policies
McClain and Pfeiffer (2012) researched gifted state definitions, policies, and practices of
accommodations and flexibility of identification for students from traditionally underrepresented
populations, including the linguistically diverse. McClain and Pfeiffer found special
accommodations in 26 states for policies in support of identifying culturally diverse students
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with a resulting recommendation for school psychologists to advocate for high ability ELs within
the populations of students not traditionally identified for gifted services.
Beyond the existence of accommodations in gifted definitions, policies, and practices for
underrepresented populations, the NAGC & CSDPG conducted its biennial survey of gifted
education by state in its State of the States in Gifted Education: National Policy and Practice
Data (NAGC & CSDPG, 2015), providing additional insight into the issues surrounding the
identification of gifted ELs. Of 42 states responding, there were only 12 states with data for
students designated as ELs. Of 37 states providing definitions, only 8 state gifted definitions
specifically included considerations for ELs. State directors of gifted who responded to the
survey acknowledged the need for attention to ELs. When asked to rate the degree of attention
needed for specific issues for gifted services to be optimal, 35 directors noted their state was “in
need” (n = 19) or “most in need” (n = 16) for the inclusion of underrepresented students in gifted
education, including ELs, highlighting a disparity between what existed and was considered as a
need for gifted EL identification.
Gifted English Learner Definitions and Designations
A review of the literature on gifted English learners reveals that researchers used
definitions and designations related to EL status. Colorado defined an EL as
A student who is linguistically diverse and who is identified using the state-approved
English language proficiency assessment and a body of evidence as having a level of
English language proficiency that requires language support to achieve standards in
grade-level content in English. (Colorado Department of Education, n.d.)
Researchers reviewing gifted EL identification literature (Siegle et al., 2016) reported
that the term EL was used interchangeably at the federal level with Limited English Proficiency,
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with a shift from the latter occurring because it was “increasingly considered to have a negative
connotation as a deficit rather than a difference that is outside a student’s control” (p. 6). The
National Council of Teachers of English (Fleischer, 2017) attributed the changes to issues of
student identity and policies, citing the No Child Left Behind act of 2001 as introducing the term
English Language Learner (ELL) in place of the previously used bilingual or English as a
Second Language (ESL). Changes continued as the OELA moved to the term English Learner, as
did the NCRGE in their study of gifted ELs under the OELA’s direction (Siegle, 2014-2015). A
search of gifted literature relative to ELs revealed a range of references to varying terms
throughout the years, echoing the changing terminology. Beyond level of English attainment,
however, the literature also included references to ELs in the context of underrepresentation and
diversity.
The charge by the OELA to the NCRGE was to examine the underrepresentation of ELs
in gifted programming. Studies on ELs referred to EL underrepresentation (Allen, 2017; Brulles
et al., 2011; Coronado & Lewis, 2017; Harris et al., 2007; Iowa Department of Education, 1999;
Matthews, 2014). Additionally, studies on underrepresented populations included ELs (Borland,
2004; Callahan, 2005; Card & Giuliano, 2016; Lakin, 2016; McBee et al., 2016; Payne, 2011;
Peters & Engerrand, 2016). In these ways, EL underrepresentation was revealed whether reading
literature on ELs or literature on underrepresented populations.
Researchers also included ELs as a diverse population in three ways. Researchers
referred to cultural and linguistic diversity (Ford et al., 2008; Kitano & Lewis, 2007; Lidz &
Macrine, 2001; Swanson, 2016). Other times, researchers included ethnicity with cultural and
linguistic diversity (Briggs et al., 2008; Briggs & Renzulli, 2009; Elhoweris et al., 2005;
Michael-Chadwell, 2011; Milner & Ford, 2007). There were also researchers who referred to
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cultural, linguistic, and economic diversity (de Wet & Gubbins, 2011; Ottwein, 2020), but the
inclusion of economic diversity was the exception rather than the rule in gifted literature.
Together, ELs were defined by their status of English attainment relative to achievement
in school, as well as being underrepresented in gifted education and culturally, ethnically, and
linguistically diverse.
Gifted English Learner Identification Processes and Procedures
Castellano (1998) and the Iowa Department of Education (1999) recommended beginning
the process for identifying gifted ELs for programming as early as possible, even as gifted ELs
continued to develop English proficiency, to prevent them from losing potential opportunities for
growth. This included initiating identification through referrals and universal screening and using
carefully selected multiple measures in purposeful ways for formal identification.
Initiating Identification
Researchers discussed ways to initiate gifted identification through either someone
referring an individual student or conducting a universal screening of all students.
Referrals
Referrals or nominations were one initial stage of gifted identification (Allen 2017;
Brulles et al., 2011; Elhoweris et al., 2005; Ford et al., 2008; Jolly & Matthews, 2012; McBee,
2006; McBee et al., 2016), whether made by teachers or parents. However, although researchers
addressed the referral process for finding diverse learners (Grantham et al., 2005; Iowa
Department of Education, 1999; Lee and Olszewski‐Kubilius; 2006; McBee et al., 2016),
researchers also noted potential challenges in the possibility of limited referrals whether due to
beliefs (Allen, 2017; Brulles et al., 2011; Elhoweris, et al., 2005; Ford et al., 2008; Siegle et al.,
2016) or access to the process (Ford, 1998; McBee, 2006).
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In a study comparing the numbers of learners from underrepresented groups in a gifted
program before and after the introduction of universal screening, Card and Giuliano (2016)
found that without making any changes in the criteria for gifted identification, universal
screening resulted in “large increases” (p. 13,679) in the representation of diverse learners,
including ELs. Thus, the researchers concluded that the traditional referral process was missing
diverse learners. Other researchers found elements affecting teacher referrals included both
ethnicity and language. Elhoweris and colleagues (2005) presented elementary school teachers
with student vignettes that differed only by ethnicity and found that teachers made different
choices for each vignette despite identical student information. Specific to ELs, in interviewing
teachers to determine the role teacher perceptions played in underrepresentation, Allen (2017)
noted participants’ statements about the “language barrier,” finding “deficit mind-sets some
educators possess cause them to unintentionally overlook diverse student populations for
referrals” (p. 78). McBee (2006) found that inequalities in nominations accounted for
underrepresentation of minority students, determining from a policy perspective that there
needed to be more attention to the issue of nominating students. Researchers asserted that
referrals may play a helpful role (Iowa Department of Education, 1999; McBee et al., 2016).
However, McBee and colleagues (2016) found issue with the referral process unless the stages
were “carefully constructed” (p. 273) with high validity and low cutoffs.
Teachers. Researchers noted the importance of training teachers to overcome any
potential biases against referring diverse students either by deficit thinking or a lack of awareness
of characteristics of diverse learners (Allen, 2017; Brulles et al., 2011; Elhoweris et al., 2005;
Ford et al., 2008; Siegle et al., 2016). Card and Giuliano (2016) found that training teachers on
“intercultural competence” (p. 13,683) may be helpful. Siegle and Powell (2004) described the
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role of training for teachers who might otherwise need to rely on “previous training and/or
stereotypes they have developed. The latter could result in inherent biases” (p. 28). Ford (2012)
noted professional development must increase to “prepare teachers to be culturally competent”
(p. 74). Milner and Ford (2007) called it “critical for teachers to engage in professional
development opportunities that educate them about culture, diversity, giftedness, and teaching”
(p. 170). Training was not considered a one-time need, as Brulles and colleagues (2011)
recommended ongoing professional dialogue specific to ELs to establish shared understanding
through a view of strengths. Renzulli (2005) advised considering the extent of orientation and
training that teachers receive about nominating students and the program itself.
Family, Self, and Peer. Researchers (Ciha et al., 1974) have long recognized the role of
parents as sources of information about their children’s giftedness, although Ciha and colleagues
characterized such information as “ignored but accurate” (p. 191). More recent studies have
recommended referrals as one means of parent advocacy (Grantham et al., 2005), although there
have also been concerns about garnering commensurate numbers from underrepresented
populations (McBee, 2006). Ford (1998) cautioned that completion of referral forms may be
limited if the forms are cumbersome or difficult to understand, or if parents are not made aware
of them. There was evidence of parent referrals being useful in garnering information about
learners. In a critique of the literature on parenting gifted learners, Jolly and Matthews (2012)
found that although referral rates were higher among White parents, Black, White, and Hispanic
parents reported gifted characteristics of their children in similar ways. In comparing parent
information to standardized testing scores for a talent search program, Lee and Olszewski‐
Kubilius (2006) found parent nominations to be a “feasible alternative” (p. 157) for students who
were not native English speakers or would not be identified through traditional means.
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Researchers also explored the potential for students to refer themselves or their peers
(McBee, 2006; Renzulli, 2005). Renzulli (2005) recommended this as an alternative pathway
leading to a more inclusive talent pool. Friedman and colleagues (1984) compared self, peer, and
teacher nominations on how well the nominations predicted gifted students’ leadership
performance ratings and found self‐nominated students scored highest, reflecting students’
ability to know and represent themselves. Relative to diverse students, Callahan and colleagues
(1995) found a Peer Referral Form to be high in reliability and to exhibit validity for nominating
Hispanic populations, with the form addressing “gifted behaviors which may be exhibited by
potentially gifted students but may go unnoticed by their teachers” (p. 42). However, in an
analysis of referrals, McBee (2006) determined that an “obvious issue is that the self- and peer
referrals are so infrequently used” (p. 110) with a call to remind students that they may make
these referrals.
Universal Screening
Universal screening was another initial stage of screening. Gubbins et al. (2018)
recommended adopting universal screening as a result of a study of schools successfully
identifying gifted ELs across three states. Ford (2015) recommended the use of early universal
screening for recruiting and retaining diverse learners in support of identification that was both
equal and equitable, with Grissom and Redding (2016) noting it was a way to reduce the role of
teacher discretion. Universal screening may be based on scores from a cognitive assessment on
an ability test or general achievement test (Callahan et al., 2017). Hughes and colleagues (2009)
regarded the emphasis on universal screening in Tier I in a Response to Intervention (RtI) model
as inclusive and proactively responding to students’ needs. Brown (2012) determined the
inclusion of universal screening for student strengths as one of the core requirements for
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effective RtI, as did Bianco and Harris (2014).
In implementing universal screening, Card and Giuliano (2016) found that using a
universal screener for second graders increased identification of students from underrepresented
populations, including ELs. Plucker and Peters (2016) referred to universal screening as an
approach to “correcting” (p. 92) the ways in which achievement, ability, and aptitude tests were
used that did not yield quality information about and therefore disadvantaged minority students.
Peters and Brulles (2017) argued that universal screening was “the way to go” to overlook the
smallest number of students. However, they also acknowledged the challenges of cost and
feasibility of universal screening as did Lakin (2016), McBee (2006), and Peters and Matthews
(2016). Ultimately, Plucker and colleagues (2017) reported that universal screening has generally
not been adopted despite “abundant research on the problems of relying on teacher nominations
for identification” (p. 214).
Measures
As researchers examined measures used relative to formally identifying gifted ELs, they
found considerations for the strategic use of multiple measures and selecting measures that are
culturally and linguistically sensitive.
Using Multiple Measures
Pfeiffer (2002a) referred to both universal screening and nominations as acceptable
within a first stage for initial screening. Beyond that, researchers have recommended the use of
multiple measures for full identification in general (Jarosewich et al., 2002) and in relation to
diverse learners (Brulles et al., 2011; Castellano, 1998; Gubbins et al., 2018; Pfeiffer, 2002b;
Renzulli & Reis, 2010; Richert, 1985). When surveyed, educational professionals “strongly
agreed” (Brown et al., 2005, p. 76) on the importance of using multiple criteria (measures).
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Peters and colleagues (2013) asserted that the use of multiple measures was a complex process,
and that implementation affected the size and diversity of the resulting group of identified
students. Recommendations for implementing a multiple measures approach came with the
caution to not use one score as the basis for nonidentification (Peters et al., 2013; Pfeiffer,
2002b) because relying on a single assessment increased the likelihood of “false negative
judgments” (Friedman-Nimz, 2009, p. 248). Models like Project CLUE (Pierce et al., 2006) or
the Schoolwide Enrichment Model (Renzulli & Reis, 2010) had recommendations for using
multiple measures. Project CLUE used a "sift-down model" of multiple measures to cast a wide
net approach to generating a talent pool based on standardized test scores, a nonverbal ability test
score, and/or a checklist completed by parents and/or teachers that yielded increases in the
numbers of Hispanic students and ELs identified for gifted services. The Schoolwide Enrichment
Model had a Total Talent Portfolio to collect and review multiple sources of data on student
strengths as an expanded approach to include more diverse students in gifted programming.
In a national survey, the majority of states reported the use of multiple criteria (NAGC &
CSDPG, 2015), but did not clarify how they implemented this approach. Callahan and colleagues
(1995) found that multiple criteria may be misinterpreted as “multiple hurdle” (p. 12). They
stated that the intent was to provide a full picture of the student and allow for multiple points of
entry into gifted programming without students being expected to meet all criteria. Gubbins et al.
(2018) called for multiple measures to be used flexibly. Ford and colleagues (2008) cautioned
against considering the measures in a matrix as a form of deficit thinking. Two studies (Lakin,
2018; McBee et al., 2014) addressed ways to thoughtfully use multiple criteria. McBee and
colleagues (2014) described three approaches of using multiple criteria through three rules. The
first two rules were the conjunctive “and” rule that required students to meet minimal
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competency on each measure and the complementary “or” rule that used the highest score to
determine identification that required students to meet minimal competency on one measure. The
third rule was the compensatory “mean” rule that averaged scores as a compromise between the
other two rules, allowing higher scores to compensate for lower scores with the “potential for
overall best performance” (p. 83). Lakin (2018) recommended “The use of multiple indicators
with an ‘or’ or ‘mean’ rule rather than an ‘and’ rule should be used by those that argue that
students from different cultural backgrounds manifest talents in different ways” (p. 213).
Regardless of the measures selected, researchers have emphasized the need for high
expectations in place of deficit thinking. Frasier and colleagues (1995) found that focusing on
deficits made it difficult to recognize strengths or any needed changes to structures. Ford and
colleagues (2008) noted the importance of school leaders and personnel addressing issues related
to “low expectations and deficit thinking orientations” (p. 297). Bruton and Robles-Piña (2009)
referred to the effect deficit thinking had on the achievement gap and the need to communicate
high expectations, as did Payne for identification (2011). Brulles and colleagues (2011)
recommended leveraging students’ cultural experiences and strengths. They used the term
“dynamic,” as did Ford and Grantham (2003) in recommending a shift from “deficit to dynamic
thinking” (p. 1). Researchers noted the helpfulness of a strengths-based view (Bianco & Harris,
2014; Milner & Ford, 2007) as a way of focusing on strengths students have, rather than those
they may not yet have (Brulles et al., 2011; Matthews, 2014). In recommending multiple
measures as an alternative pathway for EL identification, Gubbins et al. (2018) noted the
importance of using measures related to native language ability as well as achievement
assessments and valid and reliable nonverbal ability assessments.
In considering the interpretation of scores, researchers have pointed to using local norms
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(Lohman, 2013; Oakland & Rossen, 2005; Worrell & Erwin, 2011) to address issues of equitable
identification. Lohman (2013) reported on the benefit of using local rather than national norms in
identifying diverse populations, including ELs, as the most defensible method for equitable
identification. As opposed to national norms, local norms are based on locally collected data that
reflect the diversity of the district population. Peters and Engerrand (2016) recommended
determining norms by individual schools to support decisions about matching to services to
students by need. Oakland and Rossen (2005) reported local norms were likely to better predict
success in commensurately identifying culturally/linguistically diverse students and decrease the
likelihood of bias. Worrell and Erwin (2011) highlighted the importance of using local norms for
diverse populations and discussed ways of using local norms in a holistic view of a district’s
gifted education policies and philosophy in order to prevent potential conflicts, especially if there
are limited seats in gifted programs.
Measures Sensitive to English Learners
Researchers addressed the process of selecting measures that are sensitive to ELs’ status
as linguistically and culturally diverse to support EL equitable identification.
Culturally Sensitive Measures. Through its gifted programming standards, the NAGC
(n.d.) has called for the use of non-biased approaches and assessments, including local norms,
assessments in students’ native language, or nonverbal assessments. Plucker and Callahan (2014)
referred to traditional measures that were “widely perceived to be highly biased in favor of
students from some demographic groups and against those in other groups” (p. 396). Harris and
colleagues (2009) reported teacher concerns that some of the measures they were using could
possibly be biased. Although researchers acknowledged the importance of using measures that
reduce cultural and language bias, they also reported that it may be challenging to find them
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(Iowa Department of Education, 1999), with Callahan (2005) referring to a “desperate search”
for culture-free or unbiased rating scales (p. 101).
Siegle and Powell (2004) recommended that gifted education researchers should examine
behavioral checklists to ensure that they are valid to the population of interest, as teachers tend to
rely heavily on them. In this case, that would mean not only gifted behaviors, but also
concomitant EL behaviors, inclusive of cultural diversity (Irby et al., 1999). In considering
specific behavioral ratings scales, Jarosewich and colleagues (2002) compared the Gifted and
Talented Evaluation Scales, the Gifted Evaluation Scale, and the Scales for Rating The
Behavioral Characteristics of Superior Students (SRBCSS), finding that Renzulli’s SRBCSS
allowed for the use of local norms, which may contribute to identification of a specific
population such as ELs. Additionally, the Kingore Observation Inventory (P.A. Publishing, n.d.)
had a design feature for recognizing gifted characteristics in linguistically and culturally different
populations.
Beyond general scales of giftedness, Irby and colleagues (1999) researchers developed
one for Hispanic students. The Hispanic Bilingual Gifted Screening Instrument (HBGSI) was
designed to have explanatory and predictive powers, synthesize large numbers of variables, and
work well with other administered measures in the process. The HBGSI encompassed 11 cluster
characteristics, including social and academic language, cultural sensitivity, familial
characteristics, motivation for learning, collaboration, imagery, achievement, support, creative
performance, problem-solving, and locus of control. These cluster characteristics echoed gifted
education researchers’ recommendations in looking beyond intellectual ability and academic
achievement in measures of identification for gifted ELs. In their research, Irby and colleagues
(1999) found the HBGSI’s results significantly correlated to tests of nonverbal intelligence and
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showed a strong effect in discriminating between the students that teachers would and would not
have referred.
Linguistically Sensitive Measures. As ELs are designated as such by their level of
English attainment, there are linguistically sensitive measures that can be used. Measures of
English attainment allow for understanding an EL’s current level of English, but also may be
used as an indicator of giftedness if a student’s rate of acquisition is faster than typical. Also,
there are nonverbal measures of ability that may be used.
Measures of English Attainment. Colorado administered an annual assessment of ELs’
growth in English listening, speaking, reading, writing, and comprehension. At the time the
program plans were produced, this assessment was the Colorado English Language Acquisition
(CELA) Proficiency assessment (Colorado Department of Education: Accountability & Data
Analysis Unit, 2013). A commercially available measure, the Woodcock-Muñoz Language
Survey, may be used when ELs are not acquiring English despite displaying aptitude in other
areas or is not progressing at an expected pace (Woodcock-Muñoz Language Survey, n.d.).
Rapid rate of English acquisition may be considered an indicator of giftedness (Castellano, 1998;
Granada, 2003; Siegle et al., 2016) as part of EL identification.
Nonverbal Measures. A nonverbal assessment is a test administered with little or no
verbal or written communication for directions, and tasks that do not involve any reading,
writing, or speaking of words (Castellano, 1998; Ford & Harmon, 2001; Lewis, 2001; Lohman,
2005; Pfeiffer, 2015; Shaunessy et al., 2004). Lewis (2001) noted increasing reliance on
nonverbal assessments for gifted learners to overcome what they described as the “hurdle of
assessments that depend on language” (p. 118) around the time that Ford and Harmon (2001)
recommended them as promising measures for assessing culturally diverse student strengths. In
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investigating the use of nonverbal measures, Shaunessy and colleagues (2004) reported that
nonverbal measures provided better identification for students within their sample from
underrepresented and underidentified populations.
Some nonverbal measures were entirely without language (Naglieri Nonverbal Ability
Test, [NNAT], Naglieri & Ford, 2015). Others were “predominantly nonverbal” (Raven’s
Progressive Matrices, Mills & Tissot, 1995, p. 210). Still others were a subtest of a measure
(Cognitive Abilities Test, CogAT; Lohman, 2005; Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test, Pearson
Assessment, n.d.). Lohman and Gambrell (2012) distinguished between nonverbal tests that
required group versus individual administration, those that were a subtest of a wider battery
versus a stand-alone assessment, and those that used figural reasoning through shapes versus
pictures of objects and animals. Researchers have discussed the need to make informed decisions
in deciding to use nonverbal measures (Matthews & Kirsch, 2011). Lohman and colleagues
(2008) found that nonverbal figural reasoning tests identified a different ability construct than
that measured by language-based tests, while Matthews and Kirsch (2011) found that two
nonverbal IQ tests in their sample did not produce more equitable results than measures with
verbal items. Ultimately, Gubbins et al. (2018) advised considering the use of nonverbal ability
assessments as part of the overall identification process if the nonverbal assessments are valid
and reliable.
Stakeholder Interactions
NAGC (n.d.) called for collaboration across programs by staff, as well as
parents/guardians and community members, to meet students’ diverse needs. Matthews and
colleagues (2007) recommended such collaborations not only for the needs of identified gifted
learners, but also for those not formally identified. Such collaboration may be within schools;
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Harris and colleagues (2009) found educator collaboration increased the opportunity for EL
identification when teachers brought together information about a child from multiple sources.
Beyond informal collaborations, researchers found RtI models provided opportunity for
collaboration among classroom teachers and specialists in response to student needs (Bianco &
Harris, 2014; Rollins et al., 2009). Similarly, Landrum (2001) found that the Catalyst program of
collaboration resulted in many teachers “observing behaviors in students during a demonstration
lesson or other differentiated lesson in their classrooms that they had not seen previously” (p.
149) and that such observations can lead to gifted referrals. Additionally, Gubbins et al. (2018)
found the outcomes at one school suggested that “formal, collaborative professional development
between English Language Acquisition and gifted specialists may result in substantial increases
in EL student identification” (p. 15). Based on their findings, Gubbins et al. also recommended
establishing an identification committee across roles for collaboration within and across general
education, gifted, EL, and special education departments, as well as reaching out to parents and
community in multiple ways across relevant languages.
Bridging school and community beyond the interactions afforded through referral
outreach as noted above, Maker (2005) proposed their DISCOVER assessment as a collaborative
tool for performance-based assessment by a team of teachers, counselors, paraprofessionals,
administrators, specialists in education of the gifted and bilingual education, and local
community members to observe students. This was found to help provide ethnic, economic, and
linguistic balance in gifted programming relative to district population percentages. At a school
reform level, Tomlinson and colleagues (1996) recommended working closely with diverse
communities to learn ways in which their community would identify and develop talent.
Outreach to families was also supported by Harris (2014) who argued that working with diverse

27

children and families was the most important component in providing appropriate, culturally
responsive education.
Accountability
VanTassel-Baska (2006) found a need for systematic program evaluation as part of
holding gifted programs accountable through data collection to inform effective planning and
determining whether goals have been met. Hunsaker and Callahan (1993) identified program
evaluation as a systematic means to improve program performance. Specific to ELs, Bernal
(2002) called for districts who have achieved some success in identifying CLED students to
evaluate what has worked and not worked in order to leverage this initial success. Ford (2012)
called for the importance of “honest self-appraisal” (p. 74) on how a system fails diverse students
as the first step toward increasing gifted access.
Neumeister and Burney (2019) characterized program evaluation as a systematic way of
assessing outcomes for stakeholders with two approaches: formative evaluations to assess
strengths and challenges and allow for recommendations to improve efficacy and efficiency and
summative assessments to assess compliance with state mandates or provided justification for a
program’s continuation, expansion, or elimination. Hunsaker and Callahan (1993) found a large
subset of the gifted program evaluations they reviewed to be formative with an emphasis on
program improvement. Program evaluation examined what worked or did not work, as well as
“for whom, where, and under what conditions” (Callahan et al., 2017), lending importance to
how the process was structured.
In structuring program evaluation, Callahan and Caldwell (1984) recommended framing
questions around relevant, useful and important issues. Relative to underrepresentation, Ford and
colleagues (2008) recommended both setting measurable goals in response to changing
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demographics and reviewing them annually in the context of policies, plans, and practices each
year with changes as necessary. Hunsaker (2000) discussed the importance of communicating
the evaluation results with decision makers in a clear manner on the intentions of the evaluation,
considerate of the audience receiving the results, and useful for decision-making. Ultimately,
program evaluations with student performance data were recommended as a means to provide
information to advocate for more resources and expanding efforts (VanTassel-Baska, 2006).
Colorado Gifted Education
Although the federal government provided legislation, regulations, guidance, and other
policy documents, the U.S. Department of Education (n.d.) specified its limited role due to the
tenth amendment with the result that “most education policy is decided at the state and local
levels” (¶ 2), including gifted education. As a result, states varied in their approaches as revealed
by their responses to a detailed survey on the State of the States in Gifted Education: National
Policy and Practice Data (NAGC & CSDPG, 2015). Therefore, it was worth examining what
Colorado’s director of gifted education reported in their response to that survey along with
Colorado’s identification process for context.
Colorado Gifted Identification
Colorado had a “broad-based identification procedure to facilitate recognition of
exceptional potential, especially in minority and low socio-economic student groups”
(CDEOGE, 2012, p. 2). There was an RtI approach of programming with universal screening in
Tier 1, especially for underrepresented populations (Colorado Board of Education, 2015).
Colorado’s Identification (CDEOGE, 2012) dimensions included general or specific
intellectual ability; specific academic aptitude; creative or productive thinking; leadership
abilities; and visual arts, performing arts, musical or psychomotor abilities. Students were
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identified through the collection of a body of evidence that must include (a) three or more pieces
of qualifying evidence; (b) data from more than one source; (c) data points aligned to one or
more areas of strength; (d) both quantitative and qualitative data; and (e) valid, reliable and
culturally fair assessments and instruments. Decisions were to be made by a team, whether an
existing RtI team or one created for gifted education, with parent involvement from the first step.
Additionally, students’ academic and social-emotional needs were to be met whether the students
were formally identified or placed on a watch list or in a talent pool.
Colorado’s steps for identification (CDEOGE, 2012) began prior to identification with
Step 1 to increase understanding of gifted education by involving stakeholders, communicating
gifted characteristics/needs, providing local programming options, and establishing
methods/timelines. Step 2 was to implement referral and screening processes by communicating
the referral process, wide-net screening, and criteria to stakeholders as well as ensuring cultural
fairness in the screening process and instruments. Step 3 was to develop a body of evidence by
gathering data through quantitative and qualitative measures and considering strengths, interests,
and experiences. Finally, Step 4 was to recommend, implement, and monitor services by
analyzing data and determining programming interventions to create, implement, and monitor a
student Advanced Learning Plan.
Colorado had four categories of measures in building a body of evidence for student
identification. The four categories were (a) Intellectual Ability at the 95th percentile and above on
norm-referenced standardized cognitive tests or subtests; (b) Characteristics and Behaviors with
outstanding or exceptional rating factors; (c) Achievement test results at the 95th percentile and
above on norm referenced or criterion-referenced standardized tests; and (d) Demonstrated
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Performances, including advanced portfolios, awards and recognitions, or performance
assessments.
Colorado’s screening process cast a “wide net” (CDEOGE, 2012, p. 492) of testing or
observing all students within a specific population via teacher observations, parent/teacher
referrals, or aptitude and achievement test data for all students, with the stipulation that these
“may provide initial indication of giftedness; however, additional sources are needed to consider
all areas of giftedness and for all student populations” (CDEOGE, 2012, p. 37). There was also a
caution that underrepresented populations, including those unfamiliar with English, required RtI
or gifted team members to be “sensitive to and knowledgeable about the way in which student
strengths may be manifested” (p. 37) and consider additional evidence in the identification
process.
Self-Reporting on Gifted Programming Through a National Survey
In responding to a national survey of states’ gifted education programming (NAGC &
CSDPG, 2015), the state director of gifted education for Colorado reported on the department
operating as the Office of Gifted Education in the Exceptional Student Services Unit with two
full-time and four part-time staff members. The director described a standing state advisory
committee that reported to the governor and commissioner of education. This committee studied
issues affecting gifted students, produced reports on gifted education in the state, and made
recommendations to the state board of education. When reporting on rules and regulations, the
director included ESL/ELL as an area of giftedness addressed in the state definition. The director
also listed rules, including a mandate for identification services with partial funding, requiring
parental involvement, and determining specific criteria/methods to identify at the state level with
allowances for local decisions to be made.
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Beyond asking descriptive details as reflected above, the survey asked the directors to
rate and rank elements of gifted education in their state. Some of these answers provided
additional insight into Colorado’s approaches. For example, the director ranked their major
responsibilities at the state level in descending order of providing technical assistance, providing
professional development, serving on task forces and committees, monitoring program
compliance, and developing statewide policies. Two of these responsibilities also factored into
what the director viewed as having a very positive effect on gifted education delivery, including
professional development and compliance monitoring. Additionally, the director noted that they
considered having a state mandate as very positive.
In an open-ended question about positive or negative forces affecting gifted education in
the state, the director described a number of positive forces. These included oversight through
student achievement accountability, revised rules for the ECEA, funding grants that offset
universal screening, and offering professional development. When asked what positive
developments and/or innovations in gifted education were occurring in the state, the director
listed state work in updating the 4-year program plan format in response to recently passed
legislation and rules, and district work in writing annual targets for improvement. Additionally,
when asked to rate areas in need of attention, the director rated inclusion of underrepresented
students, including ELs as most in need. In contrast, the director rated program evaluation in
gifted education as not in need.
Critical Discourse Analysis
CDA is a critical approach to social analysis of language studies (Fairclough, 2013).
Fairclough & Wodack (1997) asserted that CDA includes a commitment to addressing
problematic social practices with a view of transforming them for the better. In particular,
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Fairclough noted that CDA may be used to focus on the relationship between discourse and
social elements of power and social identities, as they believed that social identities are formed
about populations by the beliefs and actions of those in power (Zotzmann & O’Regan, 2016).
Preece (2016) noted CDA as helpful for its suitability to written texts, unlike other linguistic
analysis approaches that privilege talk and interaction. Beyond discourse analysis, Greckhamer
and Cilesiz (2014) found CDA to be situated in the belief that ideologies and power structures
form the basis of our reality, but that these ideologies and power structures are not always
evident. They referred to texts as both a source of sociocultural practices and their effects as well
as “a material manifestation of a discourse” (p. 13) making texts the object of analysis.
Fairclough (2013) built his theory of CDA upon Foucault’s post-structuralist approach
(Fairclough, 1992; Titscher et al., 2000) of examining how discourses were constructive in
nature and shaped practices and social identities about a population by those in positions of
authority (Luke, 2002). Fairclough outlined foundational beliefs from Foucault’s earlier
archeological work that discourses were constitutive and related to one another and their later
genealogical work that discourses embody power, are political in nature, and are elemental in
social change. Fairclough diverged from Foucault in two ways. Fairclough believed Foucault
overemphasized the constitutive nature of discourse. Instead, Fairclough asserted that although
objects and social subjects are shaped by discursive practices, the shaping takes place in an
existing reality of objects and social subjects that already exist. To address that issue, Fairclough
advocated for analyzing real practices and documents through text-oriented document analysis to
provide interactive context versus Foucault’s “more abstract approach” (Fairclough, 2013, p. 37).
Fairclough (2013) put forward his approach to use CDA to describe existing realties and
to evaluate them against the values of society across three complementary dimensions as spoken
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or written language text (Object dimension), discursive practice involving the production and
interpretation of text (Process dimension), and social practice (Social dimension). Fairclough
defined analysis of the Object dimension to allow for micro level work in the use of language in
the texts, and analysis of the Process and Social dimensions to allow for macro level work across
the body of documents. Together, he believed the micro and macro levels informed discourses
from the two perspectives (Fairclough, 2013; Janks, 1997).
The Object dimension referred to the text to be analyzed. This discourse-as-text
dimension addressed the micro level of what is at work in the use of language in the texts. This
included linguistic features and organization of the text, including words and phrases. Blommaert
(2005) noted that words and phrases come with a history of use, interpretation, and evaluation
based on society’s use in communicating. Therefore, specific choices of words and phrases
provided an opportunity to interpret how they were used to inform discourses.
The Process dimension addressed how text was produced and interpreted (Fairclough,
2013). It was not only what was written, but how it was written within a certain structure. This
discourse-as-discursive practice (Blommaert, 2005) involved examining manifest and
constitutive intertextuality. Manifest intertextuality referred to the direct use of text in a way that
signaled it was not original by the use of quotation marks or citations (Parham, 2016). It
distanced the writer from the text by invoking the original writer’s voice and explicitly telling the
reader the source of the text. Constitutive intertextuality referred to incorporating existing text
into a new text without indicating the original source, as a response to the original text to serve
the new writer’s purpose. Analyzing manifest and constitutive intertextuality served as a means
to address how text was produced and interpreted, with the Process dimension both shaping and
being shaped by the Social dimension (Fairclough, 2013).
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The Social dimension was one of discourse-as-social-practice. It addressed the system of
ideas and ideals along with hegemonic practices in which discourse operates (Blommaert, 2005).
It was the inclusion of hegemony, based on Gramsci’s Theory of Hegemony, that distinguished
Fairclough’s approach. This was the belief that “man is not ruled by force alone, but also by
ideas” (Bates, 1975, p. 351). Fairclough combined Gramsci’s concept of hegemony with a theory
of intertextuality. As noted in the Process dimension, intertextuality may be manifest or
constitutive within the context of understanding the social condition of interest.
CDA in Education
Lester et al. (2016) noted the widespread use of CDA in education and educational
policy, given CDA's approach of investigating both the content and role of language in all phases
of policy from creation to reaction and implementation. Notably, Rogers and colleagues’ 2016
review of literature revealed a “significant proliferation” (p. 1,214) in the use of CDA in
education research of 257 articles published from 2004 to 2012 versus 46 studies from 1983 to
2003. In their review, the authors conducted a count of publication citations across the articles,
reflecting a perspective that high frequency of citations signaled which authors had the highest
impact on the field. In this process, they found Fairclough, Gee, and then Luke as the most
frequently cited, indicating their contributions to educational CDA. They also credited Gee’s
1990 Social Linguistics and Literacies with bringing critically oriented discourse into education
research.
Relevant to educational advocacy, Luke (2002) pointed to CDA’s capacity to document a
range of discourses in education, including minority discourses in the United States and around
the world. Hyatt (2013) contended that CDA provided valuable insights in studying policy texts
such that it may be a practical approach for educational policy analysis in doctoral programs in
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education. Taylor (2004) additionally asserted that CDA was valuable in documenting discourses
in educational research policy texts to yield results that are helpful to policy activists, with
Titscher and colleagues (2014) finding CDA was situated as a “social scientific discipline which
makes its interests specific and prefers to apply its discoveries to practical questions” ( p. 144).
Within a range of approaches under the CDA umbrella (Bubikova-Moan, 2017;
Greckhamer & Cilesiz, 2014; Lester et al., 2016; Luke, 2002). Lester et al. (2016) noted “the
landscape of the theories and methods related to discourse analysis is vast and quite diverse” (p.
3). Researchers argued that it was up to each individual researcher to select and adjust a
methodology according to their topic of investigation, purpose for research, and selected
documents (Zotzmann & O’Regan, 2016; Titscher et al., 2000). In reporting their process to
account for rigor, transparency, evidence, and representation, Greckhamer and Cilesiz (2014)
identified the utility of using Gee’s framework of systematic analysis (2014a, 2014b) for
Fairclough’s CDA.
Gee’s framework (2014a, 2014b) provided a systematic means for analyzing what they
called discourse building tasks. Gee’s framework was based on the idea that people make or
build the world through the use of language (e.g., one can make or break a relationship through
what they say and how they say it [Gee, 2014a]); that when people speak or write they build
“seven things or seven areas of ‘reality’” (p. 32). As this was based on use of language, Gee
posited that a discourse analyst can consider seven building tasks of significance, activities,
identities, relationships, politics (the distribution of social goods), connections, and sign systems
and knowledge. These seven building tasks formed Gee’s framework, providing structure for
systematic analysis to identify the elements of social realities and functions of discourse that
allow for researcher interpretation. In complement to their framework, Gee (2014b) developed
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what they called tools of inquiry to analyze what the building tasks accomplish through the use
of language. Gee’s six tools were situated meanings, social languages, figured worlds,
intertextuality, discourses, and conversations. These formed a basis for reflection both when
researchers considered Gee’s building tasks and conducted the analysis overall. See Chapter 3
for more on Gee’s building tasks and tools.
Summary
First, historical underrepresentation of ELs dated to the beginning of intelligence testing,
with ongoing challenges despite efforts through federal definitions, reports, and funds for
research over the past six decades. Identifying ELs was complicated by the conflicting nature of
EL status determined by level of English as a barrier to achieving on grade level and gifted status
determined by manifest or potential strengths.
Next, there were steps for identification, beginning with referrals and universal screening.
Researchers found promise in referrals and universal screening for finding ELs, but also noted
potential challenges. Researchers noted the need for teacher training about diverse gifted
characteristics and parent support to access, understand, and complete the referral process.
Additionally, researchers reported universal screening may be a challenge due to the financial,
time, and staff considerations. Researchers addressed the use of multiple measures and
strategically using them in concert with each other in support of diverse learners to identify or
place students in a talent pool. There was also consideration for selecting measures sensitive to
cultural and linguistic diversity, including those that reveal a rapid rate of language acquisition as
a potential indicator of giftedness. These included nonverbal tests or subtests that reduce the
language load and seek to be culturally fair. There was discussion in the literature about the level
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to which each nonverbal measure achieved these goals, but nonverbal measures remained a
staple of the literature on EL identification.
There was also literature on stakeholder interactions and program evaluation.
Stakeholder interactions occurred both within schools and through engagement with families
around the processes and decisions of identification. Program evaluation was a means of
accountability through not only summative evaluation, but also formative evaluation in support
of improving processes.
Colorado’s identification was multi-faceted with four steps, including an initial step of
informing stakeholders about the process, followed by referrals and universal screening before
formal identification through multiple measures. The national survey on gifted education for
2014-2015 revealed the Colorado director of gifted education’s opinions on matters relevant to
ELs. This provided information about how the state Office of Gifted was organized and what
they did for and with districts. The director’s opinions about positive factors and areas of
strength or need provided context for matters related to EL identification.
Finally, CDA emerged as a theory and method education for education research.
Fairclough theorized CDA as an approach to analyzing the use of language within and across
texts to focus on the relationship between language and social identities as formed by those in
power producing the texts and interpreted by others. In proposing three dimensions, Fairclough
designed CDA to allow for a micro view of language at use within a text at an object level and a
view of the power associated with the text at a macro level. They believed these dimensions to be
complementary, with the Process dimension mediating the Object and Social dimensions. Gee
developed a framework of building tasks (2014a, b) that may be used as a means to address
rigor, transparency, evidence and representation for CDA, with accompanying tools of inquiry to
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determine what the language of the building tasks accomplished.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS
Of all underserved populations of gifted learners, ELs are the least likely to be
commensurately identified for gifted services (Callahan, 2005; Matthews, 2014). Colorado has
equitably identified gifted ELs (University of Connecticut, 2014). Therefore, examining the use
of language in Colorado’s documents may reveal a power relationship between state and district
authority over ELs’ opportunities to be identified (Fairclough, 1992, 2013). State and district
documents included language that reflected views of gifted ELs and what they needed for
equitable identification. CDA (Fairclough, 1992, 2013) was a means to reveal the resulting
discourses that formed the social identity of gifted ELs through the use of language in official
documents. Therefore, analyzing state and district documents through CDA served as a means to
answer the following research question: What were the identity-forming discourses of gifted ELs
as revealed through the use of language in Colorado’s state documents and resulting district
program plans?
There were 4 Colorado state documents and 42 Colorado district program plans from
2012-2016 to analyze as a means of identifying discourses that revealed the social identities of
gifted ELs. These social identities were those formed about gifted ELs by the way they were
described and discussed in written documents by those in authority at the state and district levels.
In this chapter, I describe the data selected and its relevance. Then, I describe the use of Gee’s
(2014a, 2014b) tools of inquiry as questions that framed my reflections throughout my analysis.
Following that, I describe the steps of analysis, including writing analytic memos for three
readings, determining the interactions of documents, analyzing data units through Gee’s
framework of building tasks to develop concepts, and finally using the concepts to determine
themes of language use across discourses.
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Data
State Documents
Colorado had four state documents of interest for this study. First, Colorado made a
revision to the Colorado Act Concerning the Provision of Educational Programs to Gifted
Students (Colo. Rev. Stat. § 07-1244) in 2007. This Act addressed the imperative to consider
students who were not identified in traditional manners. The authors made the revision apparent
to districts with capital letters indicating new material and dashes through words indicating
deletions, allowing for insight into the choice and use of language as it related to gifted ELs.
Second, the Rules for the Administration of the ECEA (Colorado Board of Education,
2015) included (a) definitions of gifted learners and elements related to gifted education; (b)
rules for district gifted program plans related to communication, identification, programming,
and accountability; and (c) administrative elements all organized by statute.
Third, the Guidance document for the 2012-2016 district program plans (CDEOGE,
2011) included specific guidelines for districts to submit a comprehensive four-year program
plan for the identification of and programming for gifted students with the Colorado Department
of Education. The Guidance document had both narrative descriptions and rubrics.
Fourth, Putting the Puzzle Together: Colorado Department of Education Gifted
Education Guidelines document (CDEOGE, 2012) included information for the development of
practices across the state regarding communication, definition, identification, programming,
evidence-based instructional practices, accountability, personnel, budget, monitoring, and
dispute resolution. At 594 pages, the Guidelines document was a comprehensive source of
practices, resources, references, and examples of models and strategies in text with text features,
tables, and figures.
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District Program Plans
Colorado’s Department of Education organized the state into 57 Administrative Units
(Colorado Board of Education, 2018). Fifteen of the 57 Administrative Units were Board of
Cooperative Educational Services of two or more districts working collaboratively (Colorado
BOCES Association, n.d.). Each Administrative Unit was charged with submitting a program
plan on gifted education to the state Office of Gifted Education every 4 years. For BOCES, this
meant one program plan represented multiple school districts as written by one author.
Therefore, BOCES program plans did not necessarily contain specific information on individual
districts, precluding the inclusion of BOCES program plans from this analysis. However, there
were 42 Administrative Units that represented individual school districts for analysis. The
Colorado state regulations and accompanying documents served as prompts that districts
answered through their 2012-2016 gifted program plans during a period in which the state
identified equitable numbers of gifted ELs. For the purposes of this study, then, I analyzed 4
state documents and 42 district program plans.
Steps of Analysis
To undertake the multi-step process of critical discourse analysis, I framed my thinking
using Gee’s Tools of Inquiry (2014a, 2014b). I moved between micro and macro levels through
my steps of analysis. First, I conducted three readings with accompanying analytic memos that
yielded excerpts and reflections. Next, I determined the interrelationship of documents at the
state and local levels. Then, I analyzed my excerpts through the framework of Gee’s building
tasks that yielded concepts from data units within excerpts. Finally, I collapsed my concepts into
themes that informed my discourses as well as the use of language within and across discourses.
Tools of Inquiry to Guide Reflection
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Gee ‘s (2014a, 2014b) six Tools of Inquiry framed my thinking. First, Situated Meanings
were those attributed to the meanings of words and phrases in the context of state and district
documents about gifted ELs. What did the state and district authors write relative to ELs, and
how did these authors write through their selection of language? Second, Social Languages were
the formal or informal languages used to carry out functions. In this case, how did the authors’
use of language for regulations, requirements, and reports reflect gifted EL identification? Third,
the Figured World tool was a means of considering what was considered to be typical. What did
state and district authors put forward as typical for gifted EL identification, based on the authors’
choice of language? Fourth, Intertextuality involved asking whether text of one document
included quotes or reflected the style of another document, fostering the opportunity to compare
and contrast the use of language related to gifted ELs across documents. Fifth, the Discourse tool
asked about types or groups of people, in this case gifted EL identity that state and district
authors’ language sought to enact or recognize. Finally, sixth, the Conversation tool was
intended for considering underlying issues of a topic, such as the issues and claims about gifted
ELs.
Readings and Analytic Memos
First, per Saldaña (2013), I read all documents three times as a form of analytic reflection
about gifted ELs that emerged regarding my interpretation of the meaning of the data. Although
there were a number of ways to write memos and purposes for doing so (Saldaña, 2013), I wrote
this set of memos to build upon my reflections each time I re-read them (Grbich, 2007). Maxwell
(2013) stressed that to be of value, memos must not simply be recordings of factual information
or thoughts. Instead, memos must show analysis, reflection, and even self-critique. Additionally,
Maxwell noted the importance of an organizational strategy to allow for accessibility for future
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examination, so I wrote my first and third memos in Excel spreadsheets to allow multiple
columns for ways of interacting with the data and wrote my second memo in Word as described
below. (See Appendix for samples of each memo.)
The documents ranged from as few as 2 pages to as many as 594 pages. For my readings,
I read .pdf versions as well as hard copies as “electronic media tend to be more useful for
searching, while paper-based media are preferred for actual consumption of information” (Liu,
2005, p. 701). For my first two readings, I worked from paper copies to maximize
comprehension as reading paper copies reduces eye strain (Chen et al., 2014) and eliminates
competing cognitive demands of scrolling for longer texts (Mangen et al., 2013; Singer &
Alexander, 2017). Additionally, reading from paper increases performance in comprehension
(Mangen et al., 2013) and production of information (Wästlund et al., 2005), along with notetaking and highlighting (Ben & Eshet-Alkalai, 2018). For my third reading and subsequent
analysis, then, I moved to digital reading to take advantage of its benefits, including usefulness in
searching and organization of highlighting (Liu, 2005).
Throughout my readings, I selected excerpts of interest. These included direct references
to ELs, their teachers, or their families/community. These references occurred in isolation as well
as in combination with a designation of underrepresentation or CLED status. Interest was further
determined by excerpts related to EL identification, stakeholder interactions, and accountability
from the review of literature, but also encompassed all references to ELs to ensure the inclusion
of all relevant EL data. The preponderance of references to ELs occurred in relation to
communication and identification, with a limited amount of additional references in relation to
personnel, budget, and programming. Excerpt length was determined by capturing the unit of
interest in the full context of the text around it for understanding. Excerpts were typically a
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paragraph in length or a few sentences within a paragraph if the rest of the paragraph did not
contribute to understanding. In the case of bulleted lists for targets, excerpts included the title of
the bulleted list and the selected bullet or bullets.
For my first reading I started with the state documents. I started with the revision to the
Act and then the Rules as the legal basis for gifted education. I then moved to the Guidance
document and the Guidelines document that had information for districts to carry out the revision
to the Act and the Rules before moving on to the 42 district program plans in a random order.
For the purposes of this study, I assigned each district a number and referred to those numbers
throughout my work with the abbreviation of PP and the assigned number (e.g., PP12, PP25). I
used an Excel workbook as a running record of excerpts listed with one sheet for all state
documents and a second sheet for all district documents. Using one sheet for the state documents
and another for the district documents allowed for clarity in distinguishing between the roles of
each. Using Excel allowed me to record identifiers of each excerpt (document name, section,
page number) along with a field for the excerpt and my accompanying reflection per the analytic
memo process and space for concepts. This format was helpful in allowing me to see the scope
of the data within state documents and within program plans, as well as looking back and forth
across the two (see Figure A1).
Next, I once again read all documents in hard copy. This time, however, I read them in a
different order for a change in perspective. Therefore, I read the 42 district program plans first,
but in order of increasing percentages of identified gifted learners overall (Colorado Department
of Education, 2016) followed by the state documents in the reverse order of my first reading. I
highlighted and marked up each copy as I read. After reading a document, I wrote a memo on it
to further explore and elaborate on my reflections in a narrative approach with a summary,
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reflection, questions, and concepts. This supported understanding the documents individually
and built increased capacity for what they encompassed on their own and in relation to each
other (see Appendix: Program Plan Memo From Reading Two).
Finally, I moved to working from .pdf versions of all documents. This time, I once again
read the state documents first in order from more general to more specific. Then, I read the 42
district program plans in order from smallest to largest percentages of ELs in each district
(Colorado Department of Education, 2016) for yet another perspective. I wrote my memos in
Excel, but this time organized them into separate spreadsheets by document. For program plans,
I again listed excerpts with identifiers by page number and section with my reflections, but I
added columns of EL-related terminology I had discovered through my first two readings (e.g.,
EL designation, EL staff/family, underrepresented) so that I could track when and how ELs were
named for each excerpt. Additionally, I was able to insert screen captures of charts and graphs
from the documents into the sheets. The organization of program plans by individual sheets
proved invaluable in each ensuing step of analysis as I was able to easily refer back to the scope
of EL references and language use at a glance to ensure I was not overstepping in my use of any
excerpts (see Figure A2).
The process of reading and reflecting on the documents three times in differing orders
promoted examining each document individually rather than potentially forming a pattern
through reading them in the same order. Reading the documents in hard copy for the first two
readings allowed recognition of the scope and sequence of each document as a whole and
supported comprehension by being able to flip back and forth within the documents to highlight
or write notes. Reading the documents digitally for the third reading allowed for searching and
organization by highlighting. Reading the documents in random, gifted percentage, and then EL
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percentage order facilitated looking at elements in more perspective than would have happened
in conducting all three readings in the same order. Of note, reading the program plans by those
percentages did not reveal any patterns by percentages (e.g., there was not more or less
information on ELs by percentage of identified gifted or ELs). It simply remained a way to vary
the order of readings to keep each reading order fresh. Engaging in a variety of memo styles
through each reading allowed me to consider the same information in different ways at the micro
and macro levels, which was very helpful for my next steps.
Micro and Macro Elements of Analysis
To examine the micro and macro levels of language operation, it was necessary to
determine how language operated within and across documents.
Interrelationships of Documents
Key to this analysis was the intertextuality of the documents at the macro level. This was
because state authors produced documents in complement to existing documents, and then the
district authors produced program plans as required by the state. As seen in Figure 3.1, the state
Act on gifted students was the basis for the Rules on administering the gifted elements of the
ECEA. The Rules were the basis for the state Office of Gifted Education documents of Guidance
for district program plans and Guidelines for districts to enact gifted programming. Finally, the
district authors produced program plans in response to state requirement by using information
and language from the state documents. This intertextuality formed the basis for my first finding.
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Figure 3.1
Interrelationship of Documents
Interrelationship of Documents
State of Colorado Act Concerning the Provision of Educational Programs to Gifted Students,
Colo. Rev. Stat. § 07-1244, 2007
ê
State Rules for the Administration of the
Exceptional Children’s Educational Act 1 CCR 301-8
í
î
State Guidance Document Administrative Unit
Program and Proposed Budget, 2012-2016
Gifted Education
î

State Putting the Puzzle Together: Colorado
Department of Education Gifted Education
Guidelines
í

District Program Plans

Data Unit Analysis Through Gee’s Building Tasks Framework
As a means to describe what was happening through authors’ language within documents
that contributed to the identity formed about gifted ELs at the micro level (Fairclough, 2013), I
used Gee’s framework of seven building tasks (2014a, 2014b). Gee’s seven building tasks of
language provided a means of considering and not overlooking aspects of data that may not
otherwise emerge.
First, the Significance task referred to how language increased or decreased the
importance or relevance of certain things. For this study, Significance related to the ways the
state and district authors used language to prioritize ELs and their equitable identification.
Second, the task of Activities referred to how an author’s use of language enacted or got others
to recognize activities or practices. In this study, the Activities task related to processes and
procedures of EL identification. Third, the task of Identities referred to how an author’s use of
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language enacted or got others to recognize an identity. For this study, that involved how the use
of language reflected authors’ views of gifted ELs. Fourth, the Relationships task referred to how
an author’s use of language built and sustained or changed relationships. For this study, this
involved relationships between EL stakeholders at the state and district levels. Fifth, the Politics
task referred to how an author’s use of language construed what counted as a social good and
whether it was distributed to some or withheld from others. In this case, the social good was
equal and equitable access to identification for gifted programming. Sixth, the Connections task
referred to how the use of language connected, disconnected, or ignored connections between
things. In this case, it was the connections of processes, materials and ideas for equitable gifted
EL identification. Finally, the Sign Systems and Ways of Knowing Things task involved the use
of language to privilege or de-privilege ways of communicating through different languages,
formal vs. informal language, scientific language, signs, and symbols. In this case, the use of
language related to gifted EL identification including translations, laws and rules, and
recommendations, including research citations.
As building tasks overlapped in excerpts, I used Excel to organize and analyze my
excerpts using Greckhamer and Cilesiz’s (2014) recommended way of tabulating to show my
process of analysis and interpretation connected to data units (alone and in context), concepts,
and building tasks (see Table 3.1). Using Gee’s framework of building tasks (2014a, 2014b)
supported a means of examining the same data units through seven different lenses. I considered
data units through all of Gee’s building tasks to carefully weigh which concept or concepts each
data unit may represent. Of note, the content of a data unit, itself, was not enough to determine
its concept. For example, references to nonverbal measures could be interpreted different ways
depending on context. Table 3.1 shows two examples. Data unit 1 shows the use of nonverbal
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measures to equitably support ELs due to language diversity within the Connections building
task. Data unit 2 shows the purposeful administration of nonverbal measures in the identification
process within the Activities building task.
Table 3.1
Nonverbal Concepts Across Discourses
#
1

Data Unit in Context
For English Language Learners, the
Naglieri is used to further probe the
exceptional abilities of these
students by adding a nonverbal
piece of evidence to the mix that
does not require the student to read
in English. This is given by a native
speaker if possible (always if the
student is a speaker of Spanish,
German, or French as we have those
resources in the district; if needed we
can arrange for an interpreter through
a local language center for other
languages). (PP22)

Data Unit
For English Language
Learners, the Naglieri is
used to further probe
the exceptional abilities
of these students by
adding a nonverbal
piece of evidence to the
mix that does not
require the student to
read in English

Concept
Nonverbal use for
ELs

Building Task
Connections

2

All students have a teacher and parent
copy of the Scales for Identifying
Gifted Students (SIGS) and many
schools are using the KOI to support
the body of evidence. The SIGS is
available for parents in English and
Spanish. The body of evidence is
examined by the gifted committee to
determine if a student qualifies for
gifted identification and the category
of identification: Language Arts,
Math, Both Language Arts and Math,
or Other (Non-verbal with no
academic strength, twice exceptional,
creativity, leadership, arts). Based on
our culturally diverse population,
[the district] believes it is important
to identify students in the nonverbal
domain even if the student does not
demonstrate an academic strength.
For nonverbally gifted students, goals
are written to support academic areas
as well as goals to support the nonverbal strength. (PP20)

Based on our culturally
diverse population, [the
district] believes it is
important to identify
students in the
nonverbal domain even
if the student does not
demonstrate an
academic strength

Purposeful
administration of
nonverbal measures
within the
identification
process

Activities
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Similarly, individual data units sometimes yielded more than one concept. Table 3.2
shows data unit 1 represented the concept of special measures to identify ELs, situated in the
Connections building task. Data unit 2 is the same as data unit 1. However, as viewed through
the lens of the Activities building task, data unit 2 represented the concept of ongoing effort to
monitor a measure for EL efficacy.
Table 3.2
Different Concepts for the Same Data Unit by Building Tasks
#
1

Data Unit in Context
Identification Target/s: 5. Continue to
implement and monitor the
effectiveness of the newly purchased
CogAT screener, especially in
schools with a high ELL population
(PP11).

Data Unit
Continue to implement
and monitor the
effectiveness of the
newly purchased
CogAT screener,
especially in schools
with a high ELL
population

Concept
Special measure for
EL (CogAT)

Building Task
Connections

2

Identification Target/s: 5. Continue to
implement and monitor the
effectiveness of the newly purchased
CogAT screener, especially in
schools with a high ELL population
(PP11).

Continue to implement
and monitor the
effectiveness of the
newly purchased
CogAT screener,
especially in schools
with a high ELL
population

Ongoing
monitoring of
efficacy of measure
for ELs

Activities

Once I had the concepts, I used them in two ways. First, I used the concepts in support of
themes that in turn formed my discourses as reported in my second finding. One example of
doing so involved the data units in Table 3.3. I associated the first data unit with the concept of
test administration in consideration of EL language status, contributing to a theme of ELs
benefitting from test administration in native languages. I associated the second data unit with
the concept of ELs listed as an underrepresented population, contributing to a theme of EL
inclusion as underrepresented. I associated the third data unit with an increasing awareness of
Hispanic behaviors of ELs, contributing to a theme of EL ethnicity references. I continued this
process of moving from concepts to themes for all data units.
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Table 3.3
Data Unit Concepts That Contributed to Themes
#
1

Data Unit in Context
For English Language Learners, the
Naglieri is used to further probe the
exceptional abilities of these students
by adding a nonverbal piece of
evidence to the mix that does not
require the student to read in English.
This is given by a native speaker if
possible (always if the student is a
speaker of Spanish, German, or
French as we have those resources
in the district; if needed we can
arrange for an interpreter through a
local language center for other
languages). (PP22).

Data Unit
This is given by a
native speaker if
possible (always if the
student is a speaker of
Spanish, German, or
French as we have
those resources in the
district; if needed we
can arrange for an
interpreter through a
local language center
for other languages)

Concept
EL nonverbal test
administration in
multiple languages

Building Task
Sign Systems and
Ways of Knowing
Things

2

The Gifted Education Handbook is
inclusive of underrepresented
populations, e.g., multi-cultural
considerations, English Language
Learners (ELL), twice-exceptional
learners, and students of poverty
(PP2).

Gifted Education
Handbook is inclusive
of underrepresented
populations, e.g., multicultural considerations,
English Language
Learners (ELL)

ELs as
underrepresented

Identities

3

Currently, the ethnic make-up of our
GT population does not match the
demographics of the total district
population. Identification of our gifted
Hispanic population has increased
from 7% Hispanic GT students in
2007 to 10.3% in 2011. We have
increased the identification of
Hispanic students by almost 1% each
year for the last four years. Despite
this increase, the data still reflects a
17% deficit from the total district
demographics for our Hispanic
students. We are implementing the use
of a wider range of tools and
indicators, as well as more
professional development for ELL
and classroom teachers to increase
awareness of gifted behaviors in
Hispanic students. Grade level
screens have been implemented in half
of our bilingual schools to seek out
high potential students to target for
advanced instruction. (PP11)

more professional
development for ELL
and classroom teachers
to increase awareness
of gifted behaviors in
Hispanic students.

Increase
awareness of EL
Hispanic behaviors

Significance

After determining the themes, I categorized them according to the ways they informed
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gifted EL identification in order to determine discourses. For example, the themes that referred to
EL status aligned to the official definition of ELs as those still acquiring English. However, the
themes that referred to designations of underrepresentation and CLED status fit together with the
EL status to form one discourse of Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Definitions and
Designations. All three categories of themes of ELs as underrepresented and CLED informed
identification efforts as reported by the document authors. I followed this process of moving
from concepts to themes and then categorizing the themes to determine an additional three
discourses as follows.
Beyond themes of EL definitions and designations, I found themes on requirements for
gifted EL equitable identification and responses to meet those requirements that contributed to a
second discourse. The requirements and responses resulted in the discourse of Gifted EL Identity
as Formed by Accountability (see Table 3.4). Accountability encompassed themes of states
holding districts accountable through formal processes of reports and a site-visit review as well
as what the districts did to comply with state oversight. Compliance also took the form of district
responsibility to ELs and their families, including ongoing district efforts to review and revise
their processes and procedures to achieve demographic proportionality of gifted ELs.
These identification processes and procedures related to gifted ELs were present in
additional themes that contributed to a third discourse. Processes were higher levels of operation
to achieve the goal of EL identification and procedures were lower levels of operational steps
within the processes. In one example, referrals and universal screenings represented procedures
within the process of casting a wide net for gifted ELs. Together, these two categories of themes
resulted in the discourse of Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Identification Processes and
Procedures (see Table 3.4).
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Finally, there were themes associated with EL staff and family stakeholders that
contributed to a fourth discourse. Some stakeholder interactions were unidirectional through the
dissemination of information to staff, such as professional development for staff or support for
families. Other stakeholder interactions were more collaborative, such as a team approach to
identification or families participating on committees. Together staff and family interactions
resulted in the discourse of Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Stakeholder Interactions (see Table
3.4).
Table 3.4
Gifted EL Identity-Forming Discourses
Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Definitions and Designations
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

EL
Benefit from measures of
lower language demand
Benefit from test
administration in native
language
EL names (ESL, ELL,
LEP)
EL Staff (ELA, ELL,
ELD)
Level of English
Linguistic diversity
Rapid English acquisition
Translations (documents
and events)

Underrepresented
•
•
•
•
•
•

Benefit from additional/
alternative measures
Benefit from universal
screening
District efforts to increase
proportionality
Inclusion as
underrepresented
May not show giftedness
via traditional measures
Require special efforts to
find

•
•
•
•
•
•

CLED
Benefit from reduced
cultural bias measure
Cultural barriers
Cultural considerations
Cultural sensitivity for
families
EL ethnicity references
Staff training on cultural
differences

Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Accountability
Requirements
Responses
District self-evaluation (checklists, rubrics)
• Analyzing the efficacy of existing measures
Ensure equal and equitable access (demographic
• Continued and improved communication
proportionality)
(staff, family, community)
Funding tied to program plans
• Data analysis (demographics, efficacy of
tests, local norms)
Mandated reporting (Program Plans and End of
Year Report)
• Demographic proportionality reports and
targets
Regulations
• Ongoing efforts to achieve proportionality
Review processes (CO Gifted Education
Review process (C-GER), approval of plans and
• Ongoing family/community
reports)
outreach/engagement, translations
Target/s required in program plans
• Ongoing professional development (EL
traits, test administration)
• Revising processes
• Seeking and implementing new measures
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•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Identification Process and Procedures
Processes
Procedures
Is inclusive of and responsive to CLED
• Conducts universal screening
characteristics
• Uses multiple measures, including
Casts a wide net
alternative and/or additional measures
Is flexible in criteria and approaches
• Involves EL and other staff (confer,
collaborate, train)
Informs and involves stakeholders
• Pre-Identifies to foster potential (talent pool,
Fosters potential
watch list)
• Informs and involves family/community
(referrals of parents, community, peers, self)
• Use and administers measures to reduce
cultural and linguistic bias (nonverbal
measures, sensitive checklists, native
language tester)
• Determines rate of English acquisition
• Adjusts criteria flexibly (scores, measures
needed)
Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Stakeholder Interactions
Staff Interactions
Family Interactions
Advisory councils
• Identification results and plans
Confer/consult/collaborate with EL staff
• Providing student information
Cross-department support
• Referrals (parent, friend, self, peer)
Professional development (referrals,
• Support and help (understanding, appealing)
characteristics, needs, test administration)
• Teams, committees, groups, and meetings
Reach out for staff referrals
Team approach to ID (refer and decide)

Language Analysis
The second way I used the concepts was to form themes of how language provided
context for the discourses across and within documents. In reviewing each data unit, certain
words and phrases emerged that garnered attention either for the specific term chosen or the way
it was used. Table 3.5 shows data units in context, the word(s) or phrases of interest and the
implications of each. To examine the use of language, I looked at content as well as stylistic
devices (e.g., allusions, anaphora [successive clauses that start with the same word], descriptive
adjectives and adverbs, repetition) in context. Most language was positive in nature as seen in
examples 1–3, such as “every K-7 child in [the district], every year” (PP15) with the anaphoric
use of “every” adding emphasis; “invite, encourage, and seek out parents” (PP12) with repetition
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highlighting ways to welcome parents; and “focus on student strengths” (CDEOGE, 2012, p.
579) with the verb “focus” directing attention to a strength-based approach. In contrast to the
positive language, there were some examples of language around perceived challenges of ELs
and their families. Example 4 shows the use of stereotyped language in “much less likely” when
characterizing CLED parents’ ability to navigate a school system’s bureaucracy. To examine the
use of limiting language, I analyzed the text for manifest and constitutive intertextuality, finding
the limiting language showed either manifest intertextuality, as in this example of the state
authors quoting a researcher, or constitutive intertextuality of authors citing research. Overall,
limiting language was used in the context of recommending supports to ameliorate perceived
challenges regarding ELs or their families. Once I moved from the words and phrases of interest
to the implications of each, I sorted the implications and found four themes of language use of
(a) emphasis, encouragement, and effort; (b) perceived challenges in the context of supports; (c)
inclusivity and support; and (d) expectations, strengths, and potential. Developing and reporting
themes this way provided context for my discourses and allowed separate, specific illumination
of language use in texts as reported in my third finding.
Table 3.5
Words and Phrases that Informed Themes for Discourse Contexts
Word(s) or Phrase of
Interest
every K-7 child in [the
district], every year

#
1

Data Unit in Context
Recruitment occurs in the following ways: sending a flyer in
English and Spanish to every K-7 child in [the district]
every year (PP15).

2

Invite, encourage, and seek out parents and stakeholders
from traditionally underrepresented groups (PP12).

Invite, encourage, and
seek out

Inclusivity

3

Practitioner Tips: Students Who Are Culturally and
Ethnically Diverse (CED) - Focus on student strengths.
Develop curriculum around student interests and strengths
so that students are better able to connect to the learning and
in order to support diverse learners who require remediation
in areas where performance is less successful. (CDEOGE,
2012, p. 579)

Focus on student
strengths

A strengthbased view

56

Implication
Emphasis

4

Communication and involvement with parents and family:
Differences in culture and/or language may impact family
involvement: “Culturally diverse gifted students’ parents are
much less likely to be able to navigate a school system’s
bureaucracy and may feel alienated by the unfamiliar
terminology and procedures of a gifted program.” (Warne,
2009, as cited by CDEOGE, 2012, p. 562)

Much less likely

Limiting

Addressing Rigor, Transparency, Evidence, and Representation
Greckhamer and Cilesiz (2014) identified potential challenges in conducting and
presenting findings as discourse analysis emphasizes the discursive construction of social
realities through texts and is highly interpretive in nature. The challenges, which may be
interrelated, occurred in sufficiently conducting systematic and rigorous analysis, transparently
communicating analysis, substantiating claims with evidence, and representing analysis process
and results in accessible ways. To address these challenges, I applied Greckhamer and Cilesiz’s
(2014) five strategies. First, I used a framework of systematic analysis (Gee, 2014a, 2014b) to
identify concepts. Second, I chronicled my work to show how I moved from data to results by
describing the processes I used in analyzing and interpreting data. Third, I created a table
showing my data units in context, data units extracted from context, and concepts of each to
show a visually organized representation of the movement from excerpts of raw text to resulting
concepts. The first column was for the data unit in context, the next was for the data unit, the
third was for the concept of the data unit, and the fourth was for Gee’s building task. Fourth, I
wrote a narrative to elaborate on the elements of my table and accompanying processes. Fifth, I
presented my findings with a description of how I interpreted the data, including examples of
specific data units, and tied them to a discussion with reference to literature as necessary.
Statement of Reflexivity
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Gifted education is both my vocation and avocation. I was a teacher of the gifted and
provided professional development on gifted learners and education to classroom teachers in a
district with approximately 22% ELs (Framingham Public Schools, 2018), including a majorityminority of Brazilian learners (Skorczeski, 2009) and speakers of 69 other world languages
(Framingham Public Schools, 2018). For gifted screening, we used a nonverbal test of
intelligence among multiple measures, translated parent and screening materials, hosted
interpreted events, and worked with our EL staff to be as inclusive as possible in our screening
practices so that the demographics of our identified gifted EL population would match our
district’s demographics. This awareness of linguistic and cultural diversity among populations
may make me more sensitive to the socio-political issues of this research, but it also provides me
with experience I can use to better understand and analyze the data in context.
The CDA process requires interpretation and making meaning from the data, without
discussions with the producers and consumers of the texts (Widdowson, 1998). However, as
language may reveal issues around inequitable distribution of social goods of money, status,
power, and acceptance, Gee (2014a) has asserted that to reveal such inequities without
addressing them makes a researcher morally complicit in their continuation. Accordingly,
potential subjectivity in this case will serve the purpose of both revealing and addressing any
resulting inequities and suggesting remedies. Jørgensen and Phillips (2002) maintained that CDA
is not politically neutral, but is committed to social change, and is intended to take the side of the
oppressed. In this research, then, the pervasive underrepresentation of gifted ELs represents an
inequity and my subjectivity may be a helpful lens through which to identify the components
relevant to remedying the inequity, yet I must also be mindful of my subjectivity when analyzing
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the components, using them to draw conclusions, and framing my conclusions for use in
proposing discourses for consideration in future research and advocacy.
Summary
In this chapter, I first described the data I selected and its relevance for reflecting what
the state language regarding EL identification and how the districts responded to provide context
for understanding the interrelationships of documents. Next, I described the use of Gee’s (2014a,
2014b) tools of inquiry as questions that framed thinking throughout the steps of my analysis as
these overarching queries kept the focus on how language was operating within and across
documents. Then, I addressed the steps of analysis. Conducting three readings in varying orders
allowed for novelty of view that would not have been present if I had read the documents in the
same order each time. Writing the analytic memos allowed for meaningful, manageable ways to
track excerpts of data and important reflections while forming initial concepts. Determining the
interrelationship of documents was an important means of establishing how the documents
formed a whole body for understanding how documents at both levels informed discourses.
Analyzing data units through Gee’s framework of building tasks allowed me to examine data
through multiple lenses to develop a richness of concepts that formed themes from which I
developed my four discourses as addressed in Chapter 4. Beyond this use, the concepts also
provided a means of examining the specific use of language to develop themes that provide
additional context for the discourses. Finally, I reflected on how I used Greckhamer and Cilesiz’s
(2014) steps to reflect rigor, transparency, evidence, and representation of my process and
provided my statement of reflexivity to provide the reader with context for how I handled my
analysis and determined my findings.
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CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH FINDINGS
This analysis encompassed five types of documents. The format, function, and
interrelationship of state and local documents and the language within and across them
contributed to my determination of identity-forming discourses of gifted ELs, leading to my
inclusion of them in these findings. Therefore, my first finding is on the role that the formats,
functions, and interrelationship of documents played in uncovering how the state and district
authors addressed gifted ELs. My second finding is the four gifted EL identity-forming
discourses I identified. Finally, my third finding is on themes of specific language that provided
context for the four discourses.
Document Formats, Functions, and Interrelationships Inform Discourses
In conducting this CDA to discover the identity-forming discourses of gifted ELs as
revealed through Colorado’s authors’ use of language, I found that the format, functions, and
subsequent interrelationships of the state and district documents informed my exploration of
those discourses through the CDA Object, Process, and Social dimensions. Formats and
functions were key in examining the Object dimension in an intra-textual approach regarding
what was at work in the language of individual documents. Interrelationships were key in
examining the Process dimension of the inter-textual relationship between the state and district
documents and Social dimensions regarding what was at work across the body of documents
regarding the condition of ongoing gifted EL underrepresentation. Therefore, my first finding
was that understanding the formats, functions, and interrelationships of the state and district
documents contributed to my discovery of gifted EL identity-forming discourses.
State Documents
The four state documents were a revision to the Colorado Act Concerning the Provision
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of Educational Programs to Gifted Students, Colo. Rev. Stat. § 07-1244 (2007), to be known as
the Act; the Colorado Board of Education’s Rules for the Administration of the Exceptional
Children's Educational Act 1 CCR 301-8 (2015), to be known as the Rules; the Colorado
Department of Education Office of Gifted Education’s (CDEOGE) Guidance Document:
Administrative Unit Program and Proposed Budget, 2012-2016 Gifted Education (2011), to be
known as the Guidance document; and the CDEOGE’s Putting the Puzzle Together: Colorado
Department of Education Gifted Education Guidelines document (2012) to be known as the
Guidelines document.
The Act
The authors’ use of language in the revision to the Act revealed changes to a Colorado
statute regarding the provision of educational programs to gifted students as enacted by the
General Assembly. It was a legal document that required legislative action by multiple
stakeholders over a period of time that was arranged in a hierarchical outline format organized
by statute numbers. As such, with legal language and processes required, the authors of the Act
both called attention to the issue of traditional measures not adequately identifying culturally and
ethnically diverse learners, and charged stakeholders to prioritize addressing this issue. The Act
did not encompass a description of how to address this issue. Instead, its content formed the basis
for the authors of the Rules, Guidance document, and the Guidelines document to describe how
to address this issue. Additionally, the Act format showed the changes that the authors made by
striking through eliminated words and inserting new words in capital letters as seen in Figure
4.1, providing context for analysis.
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Figure 4.1
Revised Language in the Revision to the Act

Note. A portion of the Colorado Act with capital letters indicating
new material added to the existing statute and dashes through words
indicating deletions in Colorado Act Concerning the Provision of
Educational Programs to Gifted Students, Colo. Rev. Stat. § 07-1244
(2007).

The function of this document was to reflect part of the legislative process. Legislation
brought not only awareness but also importance and protection of ideas deemed significant
enough via consensus to make it through that multi-step process. For the purpose of CDA, the
editorial formatting that showed what the authors added and eliminated allowed for analysis of
the change from “culturally disadvantaged” to “ethnic and cultural minorities.” The former was
more limiting; the latter added the additional qualifier of “ethnic” as well. Of note, the original
language read “economically and culturally disadvantaged.” The revision resulted in the term
“economically disadvantaged” suggesting an acknowledgement that culturally and ethnically
diverse students were being under identified as well as those of low socioeconomic status. The
Act, additionally, provided insight into the issue of underidentification by the authors’ inclusion
of ethnic and cultural learners in those populations that “traditional assessment methods currently
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used do not adequately identify” (p. 1). The inclusion of “currently” indicated an awareness of
the potential for change. The authors of the revision to the Act also specified that “the state
board, the department, and every [district] are encouraged to give the highest priority to the
identification of such gifted children and to the development of educational programs THAT
include such gifted children” (p. 1), placing the responsibility on both state and district leaders
and emphasizing the urgency of prioritization at the highest level. Additionally, the use of “give
highest priority” with the verb “give” allowed for the modifier of “highest” to the noun of
priority in a way that simply using “prioritize” as a verb would not have done. The revision to
the Act addressed the issue traditional assessment methods did not adequately identify culturally
and ethnically diverse students. The authors of the revision to the Act also charged the state
board, department, and every district to highly prioritize identifying these students. The authors
of the Rules, then, responded to the issue and charge by requiring identification of culturally and
ethnically diverse learners, including gifted ELs, beyond traditional measures.
The Rules
Similar to the revision to the Act, the Rules were written in legal language arranged
hierarchically in an outline format by numbers indicating the official statute number. The Rules,
produced by the state Board of Education, were the basis for interpretation and elaboration by
authors from the Office of Gifted Education in writing their Guidance document and Guidelines
document. The function of the Rules document was to communicate the elements of enacting the
ECEA by the Colorado Board of Education relative to gifted education in section 2220-R-12.00
Gifted and Talented Programming. In doing so, the authors defined key elements and specified
processes and requirements relative to gifted education in the state in a clear, hierarchical outline
of discrete yet related elements. This format revealed how the authors viewed these elements in

63

relationship to each other more explicitly than a narrative might, providing context for
stakeholder understanding and analysis.
For example, the Rules’ authors defined gifted children as a group that included “students
with exceptional abilities or potential from all socio-economic, ethnic, and cultural populations”
(p. 100). Although the authors did not define underrepresented populations, they included
underrepresented populations in the definition of universal screening in 12.01(31) as a means for
“identifying students with exceptional ability or potential, especially students from traditionally
underrepresented populations” (p. 103). In 12.02(2)(c), the authors cautioned that the process of
identifying traditionally underrepresented student groups “may require the collection of student
information over time, using additional data points from a response to intervention approach, or
additional assessment” (p. 104). Further, in 12.02(2)(c)(i), the authors continued about
identification relative to ELs (see Figure 4.2) to elaborate that methods were required to “ensure
equal and equitable access for all students. The program plan shall describe the efforts that the
[district] will make to identify gifted students from all populations including . . . culturally
diverse students, students with limited English proficiency” (p. 104). I discuss the designation of
ELs by their level of language attainment, underrepresentation, and cultural, linguistic, and
ethnic diversity as revealed by the entire body of documents in the upcoming section on gifted
EL identity-forming discourses. The authors’ references to EL definitions and designations in the
Rules were important to consider as formal, legal language that contributed to awareness and
inclusion of gifted ELs within the Rules’ function of enacting the ECEA regulations.
Additionally, the authors’ used language to highlight culturally diverse and limited English
proficient students by specifically including them rather than leaving the overarching term of
“underrepresented.” In defining key elements and specifying processes and requirements relative
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to gifted education in the state, the authors of the Rules provided a foundation for what was
essential in equitably identifying gifted ELs.
Figure 4.2
Hierarchical Outline Reference to ELs in Underrepresented Student Groups

Note. From Colorado Board of Education. (2015). Rules for the administration of the
Exceptional Children's Educational Act 1 CCR 301-8. Author.
The Guidance Document
The Guidance document was situated in format between the hierarchal nature of the
revision to the Act and Rules and the more expansive format of the Guidelines document. The
first half of the Guidance document included the program plan elements (communication,
definition, identification, programming, student accountability and accreditation, student
accountability and program evaluation, personnel, budget, record keeping, early access, and
dispute resolution) and ways for districts to address them. Each program plan section included a
description of the program plan element, the associated Rule, and tables of information for
district leaders to use in producing their program plans, including questions to consider when
writing about each program plan element. The second half of the Guidance document was an
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accompanying set of rubrics for the program plan elements. This organizational strategy was a
means to not only inform district leaders of their responsibilities under the Rules to produce a
comprehensive program plan, but also to provide a mechanism for the leaders to reflect on their
current practices and consider next steps as they did so through questions and rubrics.
The function of the Guidance document was to guide districts in writing a program plan
that was “complete if it addresses each of the formatted components on the template, inclusive of
the elements outlined in the Rules” (p. 3). The authors of the Guidance document began with a
bulleted list of information about successfully completing and submitting a program plan before
addressing each program plan element in individual sections (e.g., Communication, Definition,
Identification). For each section, the authors included its associated Rule, providing legal
substantiation for the element, as well as a description of and directions for the element. For
example, Definition directions included “Write a broad-based definition for gifted students that
will guide the gifted program – identification and programming for gifted students in the
[district]. If the [district] uses the State definition, merely, mark the appropriate box on the
Program Plan template indicating use of the State’s definition” (p. 3). Next, the authors included
a list of components to address in the program plan narratives. Thus, the authors clarified what
the state leaders meant specifically and inclusively for the program plan elements. This
organizational strategy was a means to clarify expectations and understanding beyond the limited
legal language of the Rules itself.
In complement to the list of components to include, the authors of the Guidance
document then asked questions about each in a way that functioned to further inform and engage
the reader in the content and expectations. In Identification, for example, the authors mentioned
ELs three times. First, they included ELs in the rule “A method(s) to ensure equal and equitable
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access for all students. The program plan shall describe the efforts the administrative unit will
make to identify gifted students from all populations . . . . students with limited English
proficiency” (p. 7). Next, the authors specified that districts should include a “Statement about
how the [district] will ensure equal and equitable access to identification for all students (e.g., . . .
students with limited English proficiency…)” (p. 7). Finally, the author’s reformatted the
checklist statement into a question of “Does the identification procedure ensure equal and
equitable access to identification for all students (e.g., . . . limited English proficiency . . .)
through the use of assessment tools that are unbiased toward the group completing the
assessments?” (p. 7). The recurrence of this reference to ELs in three ways (law, directive, and
question) on one page reflected the function of the Guidance document to inform and engage
districts in the process of writing comprehensive program plans. Describing each Rule through
narrative, as well as providing a checklist and asking questions, communicated information in
multiple ways to promote understanding and engage the district. Additionally, this multi-faceted
approach allowed for elaboration beyond the language of each Rule to provide additional
information. In the preceding example, the Rule merely called for ensuring equal and equitable
access to identification for ELs. It was the authors’ question in the Guidance document that
provided a strategy to facilitate EL identification by asking district leaders whether they used
assessment tools that were unbiased toward the group completing the assignment. This required
the district leaders to reflect on their practices and perhaps consider changing them.
Beyond the components and questions reflecting the rules as the EL example does, the
authors included rubrics at the end of the Guidance document for each component of the
program elements. The rubrics for best practices included ratings of Distinguished, On-target,
and Developing that served to illustrate state expectations on a continuum that allowed district
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leaders to see a fuller picture of what each expectation might look like at varying levels of
implementation, including the ideal. For example, in the case of ELs, the Rule for
Communication did not include recommendations beyond communicating with parents.
However, the authors of the Guidance document expanded upon that to include “translated
information” (p. 6) in a parenthetical list of suggested communication methods in the narrative
section. The authors, then, further built upon that idea in the rubrics to include a range of
recommendations for communicating with EL families beyond translations. The Developing
level echoed the aforementioned recommendations to provide translations so that “some
programming/information documents are available in languages other than English for parents
and community” (p. 19). Next, the authors expanded beyond translations by rating “Gifted
programming/informational documents are available in specific targeted languages . . . and
shared with parents and community” as On-target. Finally, the rubric rating of Distinguished was
reserved for when district documents were made available in a variety of languages (not just
targeted ones) and “Adaptations [were] made to attend to issues of cultural sensitivity” (p. 19).
By formatting the middle rating of the rubric as On-target, the authors acknowledged the
potential for growth beyond what was acceptable for criteria related to gifted ELs. However, the
richest descriptions for ELs were in the Distinguished category, leaving those best practices as
aspirational rather than the expected. In this way, the authors acknowledged differing levels of
district capacity. It was yet another means for district leaders to reflect on their practices, in
complement to the questions in the first half of the Guidance document that engages district
leaders rather than simply directing them. In this instance, the rubric’s continuum included ways
to facilitate gifted EL family communication, which supports increasing gifted EL identification.
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Thus, this Guidance document functioned to represent the authors’ interpretation of the
Rules and program plan elements in ways that informed district leaders and sought to engage
them in a reflective process through questions and rubrics as districts produced their program
plans. It also served to communicate the authors’ interpretations and expectations beyond what
was available in the format of the Rules. The authors did so by making inferences across separate
Rules, such as interpreting the inclusion of cultural and ethnic populations in the gifted definition
to mean that equal and equitable access to identification for ELs had implications for
communication.
The Guidelines Document
The Guidelines document was the most open-ended and expansive of the four state
documents, as reflected in its length of 594 pages. The authors from the Office of Gifted
Education organized the Guidelines document by chapters of program plan elements. Each
chapter echoed the information of the Guidance document with rule(s), description, and rubric.
However, the authors went into elaborate detail with further information about the elements and
recommendations for best practices/next steps, as well as resources ranging from lists of models,
strategies and books to sample processes, flow charts, and worksheets to full articles and texts in
support of understanding and enacting each element. In addition to the chapters on program plan
elements, the authors wrote memos on four Hot Topics Relevant to Gifted Education and a
glossary. The authors employed of a range of text features to highlight information related to
gifted ELs.
The Guidelines document served as a comprehensive guide for gifted education in
Colorado as specified in the Rules. The Guidelines document’s authors built upon the
interpretations and elaborations of the Rules in the Guidance document. The authors of the
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Guidelines document were not bound by space limitations to address who ELs are and what they
need for equal and equitable access to identification. The authors did this by writing about ELs in
stand-alone sections as well as by weaving references to ELs throughout other sections.
One example of a stand-alone section that included ELs was the glossary. The glossary
served as an established structure for understanding key terms within a topic, lending official
weight as a resource to the recognition of EL membership within CLED and underrepresented
populations. The authors defined Culturally and Linguistically Diverse by invoking the U.S.
Department of Education’s use of the term regarding students’ level of language proficiency as
well as students from homes and communities where English is not the primary language, stating
that “These students speak a variety of languages and come from diverse social, cultural, and
economic backgrounds” (p. 585). The authors also defined Underrepresented or Underserved
Populations as “Those populations within a school/district that are not proportionately
represented among the learners provided with accommodations for their giftedness. Traditionally
underserved populations include low socio-economic, English language learners, and minority
groups” (p. 594).
There were two other examples of stand-alone sections related to ELs in memos within a
section on Hot Topics Relevant to Gifted Education. Stand-alone memos served to highlight
important topics for consideration. The first was a memo called Hot Topics: Underrepresented
Populations, in which the authors noted that ELs “continue to remain underrepresented” (p. 560)
and that their cultural and linguistic diversity may contribute to underrepresentation depending
on their level of language acquisition, environment, family culture and language, and testing in
English. Through the memo, the authors cited research to further position gifted ELs as
underrepresented (Castellano & Frazier, 2011). The authors used additional citations for other
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factors that may contribute to underrepresentation relevant to ELs, including environment
(Baldwin, 2007, as cited by CDEOGE, 2012); communication and involvement with parents and
family (Waterman & Harry, 2008, as cited by CDEOGE, 2012); various levels of English
language acquisition (Klingner et al., 2008, as cited by CDEOGE, 2012); and identification
processes (Matthews, 2006, as cited by CDEOGE, 2012). Of note, this memo concluded with the
caution that
In addition to understanding the main factors that contribute to underrepresentation, it is
important to understand the needs of specific populations. Additional information related
to the various underrepresented groups in gifted education including ELL is in the
Resources and References pages of this section. (p. 563)
This referred the reader to another stand-alone memo of Practitioner Tips: English
Language Learners (ELL). This was a list of tips with scholarly citations, including
recommendations to provide
advanced opportunities and gifted services prior to acquiring English proficiency
(Aguirre & Hernandez, 2011) . . . Understand various models of English language
acquisition programming in order to maximize opportunities for collaboration
(Honigsfeld & Dove, 2010), . . . [and] Use sheltered instructional strategies as a way to
differentiate for gifted ELLs (Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2008). (p. 574)
Beyond these stand-alone sections related to ELs, the authors embedded references to
ELs throughout other sections. Embedding references to ELs throughout the document kept EL
considerations uppermost in readers’ minds. One prime way the authors did so was in
highlighted sidebars on the first page of every program element chapter, as seen in Figure 4.3.
These sidebars featured sections with brief statements on important considerations related to
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each program plan element. One of the components within each sidebar was Underrepresented
Populations. Through the Underrepresented Populations components, the authors addressed ELs
in chapters on Dispute Resolution (communication in native language), Monitoring (sensitive to
diverse cultures and languages), Personnel (culturally and linguistically diverse staff), and
Record Keeping (translations so parents can understand the contents).
Figure 4.3
Guidelines Chapter Cover Page With Underrepresented Populations

Other ways the authors wove in references to ELs included explanations of best practices,
such as the Communication recommendation to “provide translators for meetings and workshop
[and c]ollaborate with English Language Learners (ELL) staff to assist with identification,
programming, and family communication” (p. 15). Another way the authors wove in EL
references was in the end of year worksheet indicator of supports for underrepresented
populations, including “language shelter classes” (p. 404). Yet another way was the sample RtI
worksheet that documented information about both the learner’s level of language acquisition
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and cultural history/environmental factors of family considerations, including the primary
language in the home or the need for translators.
The Guidelines document functioned as a comprehensive source of information and
resources for gifted education in Colorado based upon what was in the Rules. The 594-page
Guidelines document included what the authors set forth for district leaders to use in more detail
than that of the revision to the Act, Rules, and Guidance document formats and functions. The
authors’ use of intra-textual means of weaving references to ELs throughout the document
served to emphasize and prioritize their inclusion. The repetition of the highlighted sidebars of
ELs as underrepresented served to underscore the need for attention to their status as
underrepresented, echoing the Rules’ call for their equitable representation.
District Documents
At the district level there was only one type of document, although there were 42 that
represented different districts. The district document was the program plan, to be referred to in
citations through the abbreviation PP with the number of the program plan as it occurred in
random order (e.g., PP8, PP29). The district program plans were 4-year plans that districts were
required to submit to the state regarding the status of gifted programming (Description) and goals
for the coming 4 years (Target/s).
The district program plan format was one large table to be filled out electronically. The
first page collected district contact information, including the name of the gifted education
director/coordinator and superintendent, with space for the superintendent’s signature. There
were then directions and separate text cells for program plan elements (e.g., Communication,
Definition, Identification). The text cells were unrestricted in size, allowing them to expand
depending on how much the district authors wrote or inserted in the form of tables or charts.
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Each element’s cell included space for Descriptions and Target/s. Reading across the program
plans revealed different districts’ levels of need and readiness, with the caveat that each program
plan was a product of the individual who prepared it, although the signature of the superintendent
lent support to program plans as reflections of a district’s current status and its leaders’ plans to
achieve targets.
The district program plans revealed districts’ gifted programming as well as targets for
the coming 4 years. District authors that addressed ELs did so directly or as members of
underrepresented or CLED populations to varying extents, although one district author who did
not address ELs also noted the district did not have personnel coordinating gifted efforts,
providing context for analyzing the program plan. The remaining districts that did address ELs
varied by breadth and depth of doing so, with one author noting an increase in access due to a
court order, showing different district levels of readiness and need. As a state requirement, the
program plan’s function was for district authors to report current descriptions and targeted goals
to the state Office of Gifted Education. However, completing the process may have additionally
served an organizational and planning function for district leaders in setting and authors in
reporting goals in response to district demographics and state Rules. In producing the program
plans, district authors primarily referred to ELs in the Communication and Identification sections
of the program plans, with some authors also doing so in other sections, including Definition and
Personnel.
There were numerous references to translations for EL families across program plans in
the Communication: Description section of the program plans. These were typically Spanish
translations of information and forms (e.g., PP10, PP18, PP29, PP30, PP32, PP38) but also
sometimes additional languages (PP21, PP22, PP24). There were additionally translators for

74

large group parent meetings, individual parent consultations, and district gifted events (PP5,
PP11, PP15, PP19). Other districts told of outreach (PP12, PP15, PP17, PP22, PP39) to engage
parents and working with EL staff (PP18, PP27, PP34).
The Communication: Target/s section featured goals related to translations, again
typically in Spanish (PP1, PP29, PP37), as did a district whose author wrote about a goal to
improve the website for clarity of information and begin to create a handbook with Spanish
translation (PP7). Beyond the primary references to Spanish throughout the program plans, a few
districts had targets for multiple languages; for example, one district planned to continue to
expand/revise translated documents to the most commonly spoken languages in the district
(PP9). Other districts had goals to provide translators for special parent meeting groups (PP7,
PP12, PP18). Finally, districts had goals beyond communicating with parents to communicating
with other staff (PP41), such as working more closely with the EL department to ensure forms
were translated in the student’s native language (PP21).
The Identification: Description section was where district authors reported the
percentages of identified gifted learners by race and ethnicity compared to district percentages of
the same populations (PP7, PP9, PP20). Some district authors reported EL demographics in a
table (PP2, PP26) with one highlighting EL underrepresentation of gifted ELs as especially
disproportionate (PP33). Although a number of district authors used tables to compare
demographics, others reported the demographics in narratives (PP3, PP22, PP29) including EL
disparities (PP30, PP38).
Additionally, Identification: Description sections included districts’ strategies to achieve
demographic proportionality (PP6, PP24, PP38); for example, one district had a gifted
identification team, including EL staff to identify “non-traditional” (PP30) gifted students. Still
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other district authors reported rationales for using certain measures. These included characteristic
inventories designed to help find underrepresented populations (PP12, PP25, PP29) nonverbal
assessments of reasoning ability (PP7, PP12, PP42), and assessments designed to find gifted
students in underrepresented populations, including ELs (PP13, PP20, PP39).
Districts’ Identification: Target/s sections included a range of goals. Some targets were to
monitor current practices (PP15, PP20, PP42), as one district’s goal to continue to implement
and monitor the effectiveness of the newly purchased CogAT screener, especially in schools with
a high EL population (PP11). Other goals were written to establish new practices (PP2, PP4,
PP6, PP20), with one district giving the CogAT and emphasizing the nonverbal section to “better
serve” (PP40) the Spanish population, as well as using a specific rating scale for ELs. Still other
districts’ program plans included goals for staff (PP11, PP18, PP25), such as committing to
100% of EL staff to be trained in using a rapid rate of English acquisition as a potential indicator
of giftedness (PP31).
Although references to ELs were primarily found in Communication and Identification,
some district authors referred to ELs in other sections. A few districts’ leaders (PP5, PP11, PP40)
had taken up the state’s charge to craft their own Definition under Rule 12.02(2)(b) that “The
program plan shall include a written definition that is the same as or substantially similar to the
definition of ‘gifted student’ specified in section 12.01(16) of these Rules” (Colorado Board of
Education, 2015, p. 104). This charge also aligned with a Distinguished rubric rating from the
Guidelines document that “The definition expands on the state definition to include comments
about unique or underserved populations; or explanation for exceptionality, twice exceptional,
aptitude or domain” (p. 18). An example of a district’s definition expanding beyond the state
definition was one with comments that “current support is strong” and the district was
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developing new identification processes for underserved populations (PP15). For Personnel:
Target (PP5, PP6, PP19), district authors indicated the work of staff to support diverse learners,
such as the district that planned to recruit, hire, and retain diverse personnel, including culturally
diverse and those with dual language abilities (PP12).
Summary
It is not that the format, function, interrelationships, and language of the state and district
documents are important in and of themselves. Rather, understanding how they operated
independently and in concert with each other as described above helped to determine gifted-EL
identity discourses through CDA. Formats, functions, and language were key for examining the
Object dimension regarding what was at work in the individual documents. The revision to the
Act and the Rules were legal documents that were limited in scope and how authors used
language due to the documents’ purpose, with the former including an issue related to identifying
gifted ELs and charging stakeholders to address that issue and the latter including a
specifications for how stakeholders may do so within that legal framework. In turn, the authors
of the Guidance document were not constrained by legal language or processes. The Guidance
document’s purpose was to expand upon the Rules to guide district authors in the specific goal of
producing program plans, so the Guidance document’s authors formatted it by program plan
elements with a Rule, descriptive narrative, checklists, and questions for each element, and
accompanying rubrics at the end of the document. The authors chose language, then, to inform,
require, advise and provide a means for evaluation.
The Guidelines document reflected the three preceding state level documents.
Comprehensive in scope, the Guidelines document’s authors referred to the Act’s call for
educational stakeholders to prioritize identifying gifted ELs by moving beyond traditional
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measures that did not adequately identify the culturally and ethnically diverse. The Guidelines
document also explicitly referred to the Rules and Guidance document by including EL-related
Rules and program plan rubric elements. The Guidelines document’s authors moved beyond the
limits of the function, format, and language used in the preceding three documents through a
flexible approach of using text features, research, references, and even the inclusion of entire
documents from other sources to provide a rich, complex resource for identifying gifted ELs
through language that informs, promotes, and advises.
Ultimately, it was the district program plans that reflected the four state documents. The
program plans functioned as a means for district authors to report compliance with the Rules.
The program plans were formatted in a way that required district authors to both describe current
practices and set targets for improvement. Program plan language, then, was that of information
and accountability, with words and phrases directly from the Rules as also found in the Guidance
document and Guidelines (e.g., ensure equal and equitable access to gifted identification).
Program plan language was also reflective in nature as it accounted for what a district was going
to do next, and why.
The use of language in the documents ranged from times when language on ELs and their
associated designations as underrepresented and CLED populations occurred in separate but
related sections in the revision to the Act, Rules, and Guidance document versus when authors
purposely and explicitly linked them in the Guidelines document and program plans.
Understanding the formats and functions supported analysis of the language in each document in
such instances. Interrelationships were key in examining the Process dimension regarding how
the state documents related to each other and the program plans were district authors’ responses
to state oversight. Interrelationships formed the foundation of examining the Social dimension of
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the attention to ELs as an underrepresented gifted population as there was a through-line of
attention to ELs across the documents in terms of who gifted ELs are, what they need, and the
prominence placed on ensuring equal and equitable access to identification.
Identity-forming Discourses of Gifted ELs
The state and district documents contained references to gifted ELs in differing ways in
differing contexts. In analyzing these references within and across documents, four identityforming discourses of gifted ELs emerged. These discourses were gifted EL identity as formed
by (a) definitions and designations; (b) accountability; (c) identification processes and
procedures; and (d) stakeholder interactions.
Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Definitions and Designations
Through definitions and designations, Colorado’s document authors put forward the
identity of gifted ELs as a population officially identified as English learners but also as
underrepresented learners who are culturally, linguistically and ethnically diverse. Although
there were official definitions in the Rules (Colorado Board of Education, 2015), the Guidelines
document (CDEOGE, 2012) and district program plans as reported in the previous finding, there
was more to uncover through analysis of language used in documents that more clearly defined
how the authors defined ELs and the designations the authors assigned to ELs regarding their
characteristics and needs. There were instances when EL, underrepresentation, and CLED were
listed together, as one district reported special consideration may be given to students who may
have unique needs, including “ELL . . . culturally diverse or underrepresented populations”
(PP7). The following, then, are the times when district authors specified ELs by their level of
English language attainment or as members of underrepresented or CLED populations.
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English Learners by Level of Language Attainment
Documents at the state and district levels both included references to ELs by their level of
language attainment. In doing so, the authors used specific vocabulary and allusions beyond
referring to them as ELs to also include their designations.
At the state level, references to ELs by their level of language attainment occurred in the
Rules, as the 12.02(1)(c) Identification Procedure included a requirement for methods to ensure
equal and equitable access for all students including “students with limited English proficiency”
(Colorado Board of Education, 2015, p. 104). This was further elaborated upon in the Guidance
document through checklist questions about the implementation of such access in the
requirements for the program plans. There was more elaboration on ELs by their level of
language attainment in the Guidelines document’s (CDEOGE, 2012) definition of gifted that
included “An understanding of the unique characteristics of gifted and talented children of . . .
English language learners . . . [whose] needs must be considered” (p. 23). The authors of the
Guidelines document also referred to collecting data about ELs’ level of language attainment as
“NEP [Non-English Proficient], LEP [Limited English Proficient], Refusal, Monitor, Exited” (p.
525). Beyond noting their status of current level of language attainment, the Guidelines
document’s authors provided Practitioner Tips: English Language Learners that included a
recommendation to “Provide advanced opportunities and gifted services prior to acquiring
English proficiency” (p. 574).
District authors referred to ELs’ level of language attainment but differed in the
terminology used to reflect this status. Examples included English Language Learners (PP7,
PP11, PP12, PP13, PP14, PP17, PP18, PP21, PP22, PP24, PP25, PP26, PP27, PP28, PP30, PP33,
PP38), English Language Acquisition (PP9, PP29, PP40), English as a Second Language (PP20,
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PP21, PP26, PP36), second language learners (PP6, PP11, PP17, PP23, PP34, PP36, PP41),
students with limited English proficiency (PP12, PP38), and those not fluent in English (PP18,
PP38). Of note, some authors referred to this population in more than one way (PP11, PP17,
PP21, PP26, PP36, PP38) These terms reflected EL status as either a fluid or fixed designation.
The terms English Language Learners and English Language Acquisition included active
processes of learning and acquiring English, reflecting a process of growing over time. In
contrast, the terms English as a Second Language, second language students, limited English
proficient, and those not fluent in English were fixed designations of secondary or limited
English proficiency that did not reflect a process for growth. District authors reported
demographics by students’ ethnicity (e.g. Hispanic or Latino), however, some reported ELs as a
separate population (PP19, PP26, PP2) within those designations.
Other times, district authors alluded to ELs’ level of language attainment by mentioning
those associated with them including EL staff and families. Sometimes the authors referred to EL
staff, including ELA (PP9, PP10), ELL (PP11, PP16, PP21, PP24, PP25, PP27, PP30, PP31,
PP39, PP41), and ESL teachers (PP21, PP23, PP34), or a native speaker who could administer a
test in a student’s native language (PP22). Some districts did not name ELs as a population (PP9,
PP16, PP27). Instead, the authors provided an indication of considering ELs by referring to EL
staff, such as including an ELL specialist on an identification review team (PP24) or training key
groups like ELA teachers (PP10). Other times, the references were to EL families (PP5, PP14,
PP19, PP26, PP28, PP35). Finally, there were also references to measures relative to level of
English attainment, including a Teacher Inventory for Culturally & Linguistically Diverse
Students (PP11), the Woodcock-Muñoz Language Survey (PP37), a Spanish version of the
CogAT, and providing assessments in a student’s primary language (PP7).
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Summary. The references to ELs’ level of English attainment in the district program
plans echoed those in the state documents. The state and district documents both included a
range of terms representing fixed to fluid views of level of English attainment. At the state level,
the Rules included the fixed view of limited English proficiency that was then echoed in the
Guidance document. However, the authors of the Guidelines document moved away from that
fixed view except when citing the Rules or referring to other state designations. Otherwise, the
authors of the Guidelines document referred to the more fluid view of an active learning process
through the use of the term English Language Learners. The district program plans reflected this
range of fixed to fluid views with some program plans including the former but more including
the latter.
English Learners as Underrepresented
Documents at the state and district level both included references to ELs as members of
an underrepresented population of gifted learners.
At the state level, authors included ELs as part of the underrepresented population
mentioned in the Rules (Colorado Board of Education, 2015) 12.02(2)(c) through identification
procedures requiring additional district procedures in 12.02(2)(c)(i) specific to “students with
limited English proficiency” (p. 104). The Guidelines document (CDEOGE, 2012) included a
direct reference to ELs as underrepresented through the glossary definition that “traditionally
underserved populations included . . . English language learners” (p. 594) and recommendations
in highlighted sections on Underrepresented Populations as “Sheltered instructional strategies are
used as a way to differentiate for gifted ELL students” (p. 107). Such additional
recommendations included “records are translated in written form or verbally so parents can
understand the contents of all documents” (p. 429) and an appeals process was “communicated
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to diverse populations in their native language” (p. 436). Additionally, when describing
underrepresented learners, the authors noted “linguistic behaviors associated with various levels
of English language acquisition” (p. 562) as one of the “Main Factors Contributing to
Underrepresentation” (p. 561).
As there were underrepresented populations apart from ELs, the following were direct
references to ELs in the district program plans. District authors reported demographics of
underrepresented populations with EL percentages being “of significance” in one district (PP30),
and another reporting the district’s EL population proportions, acknowledging that there was still
work to do and plans to continue showing growth in identifying students from underrepresented
populations (PP29).
District authors referred to ELs as underrepresented in reference to screening processes,
criteria, and measures (PP2, PP7, PP12, PP13, PP15, PP18, PP20, PP21, PP24, PP25, PP28,
PP29, PP30, PP39). One district’s author, in noting the purpose of universal screening was to
identify those most often underrepresented in gifted education, stated “These populations are
defined by . . . ELL status” (PP12). District authors referred to identification criteria for
underrepresented gifted populations “including ELL” (PP15) and reported measures used,
including an underrepresented population checklist for advanced EL students (PP21). Yet
another district’s author specified a wide variety of screening tools, cognitive assessments that
measure nonverbal ability, and commitment to identifying underrepresented students including
“ELL students” (PP20). Similarly, district authors noted identification efforts to prevent gifted
ELs from being overlooked, including working closely with staff that provided services for ELs
(PP25) and working with the EL department to look for students not fluent in English (PP18),
and planning to do better to identify and assess underserved populations (PP28).
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Summary. The state and district documents both included references to ELs as
underrepresented. The authors at both levels did so in the context of underrepresentation due to
ELs being overlooked and not found through traditional approaches. The state authors included
specific recommendations of processes and tools to increase awareness of gifted ELs and to help
in finding them when they might not otherwise be found, which were then selected and reported
in the district documents.
English Learners as Culturally, Linguistically, and Ethnically Diverse
Documents at the state and district level both referred to ELs as culturally, linguistically,
and ethnically diverse. For ELs as underrepresented, this meant recognition that they may not
necessarily be identified using traditional means and they would benefit from adjustments or
alternative approaches. For ELs as CLED, this meant understanding the role cultural, ethnic, and
linguistic diversity may play in understanding these learners and their families as it related to
outreach, engagement, and identification.
The authors of the revision to the Act (Colorado Act Concerning the Provision of
Educational Programs to Gifted Students, Colo. Rev. Stat. § 07-1244, 2007) brought “ethnic and
cultural minorities” (p. 1) under the umbrella of students who may not be “adequately identified”
by traditional assessment measures. The authors of the Rules (CDEOGE, 2015) included “ethnic,
and cultural populations” within the definition of gifted children in 12.01(16) (p. 100). The
authors of the Guidelines document, in turn, specified in the glossary definition that the CLED
designation included students “who are either non-English proficient (NEP) or limited-English
proficient (LEP)” (p. 585). Recommendations in the Guidelines document’s chapter on
Identification included “Culturally and linguistically fair assessments and translated forms are
used whenever possible to ensure an equitable identification process” (p. 32), while
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recommendations for personnel included “hiring and mentoring of culturally and linguistically
diverse staff” (p. 363). Also, there was a nod to the need for outreach that was sensitive to
“diverse cultures and languages” (p. 439) and a recommendation to collect a “complete Cultural
History” (p. 525) in student data if the language spoken by the student or in the home was not
English. Additionally, the authors cautioned that there was a need to be “sensitive to the family
and student’s cultural and language learning context” (p. 575) in the memo Practitioner Tips:
English Language Learners.
References to cultural and ethnic diversity sometimes co-occurred with references to ELs
(PP2, PP5, PP6, PP7, PP11, PP12, PP13, PP15, PP16, PP18, PP19, PP20, PP21, PP23, PP26,
PP28, PP30, PP36, PP40). This was the case with a caution that linguistic and cultural
differences may mask individual student strengths (PP5). Another district’s author reported that
the district engaged in multiple forms of alternative testing in an effort to equally identify
students as gifted from all different backgrounds for their very diverse population. They also
intentionally used the NNAT for its nonverbal testing capacity, showing a co-occurrence of the
term diverse with a measure for ELs (PP18).
However, there were times when district authors specifically referred to ELs in the
context of cultural and ethnic diversity. One way was through measures, including native
speakers administering assessments when possible (PP22) or refining and improve testing
procedures by adding Spanish cognitive measures for ELs and by looking to remove cultural bias
from the identification procedures (PP17). A second way district authors specifically referred to
ELs in the context of cultural and ethnic diversity was through procedures (e.g., the district that
emphasized students from all ethnic backgrounds, with a focus on collaboration and consultation
with EL teachers, PP16). Finally, a third way districts referred to ELs as culturally and ethnically

85

different was through reporting demographic proportionality, increasing representation from
different ethnic groups, and working with the EL department on using CELA growth as an
indicator of giftedness (PP18). Another author asserted that it was important to identify students
in the nonverbal domain based on the district’s culturally diverse population (PP20), as did
another author who referred to the diversity of the local community that included ELs (PP13).
Summary. Both the state and district documents included references to cultural and
ethnic diversity. The references revealed approaches by state and district stakeholders to take
diversity into account to meet gifted ELs and their families within the context of their culture,
not apart from it. The state and district authors referred to the need to increase awareness of and
be accountable for ensuring equal and equitable identification of gifted ELs through broader,
more inclusive tools and approaches. Such references placed responsibility on those doing the
identifying rather than on the gifted ELs and their families, suggesting a view of valuing cultural
diversity.
Summary
The varying references to ELs by their level of language attainment, as well as
designations as underrepresented and CLED, revealed the ways the state and district authors
addressed ELs and what they needed for equitable identification. EL status remained central as it
was an official designation by the state regarding ELs’ level of English attainment. However,
designating them as part of the underrepresented and CLED populations gave context to their
identity in terms of the state’s Rules (CDEOGE, 2015) and recommendations (CDEOGE 2011,
2012), as well as the districts’ enactment of them. For ELs as underrepresented, this meant
recognition that they may not necessarily be identified using traditional means and they would
benefit from adjustments or alternative approaches. For ELs as CLED, this meant understanding
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the role cultural, ethnic, and linguistic diversity may play in understanding these learners and
their families as it relates to outreach, engagement, and identification. State and district authors
defined ELs by level of English attainment and designations as underrepresented and CLED,
contributing to an EL identity as learners that benefits from not only being named, but being
described in context and what they needed for equitable identification.
Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Accountability
Colorado’s document authors put forward the identity of gifted ELs as a population that
benefits from accountability for equitable identification to access gifted programming. This
accountability took the form of district responsiveness to state requirements, including
accountability to ELs and their families. The state’s Rules included the stipulation that districts
must ensure equal and equitable access to identification with resulting gifted demographics
matching those of the district overall. Districts were required by the state to set targets and
establish steps to achieve demographic proportionality for ELs. District authors then needed to
report these targets and steps in program plans and an end of year report, both of which were tied
to state funding. The state Office for Gifted Education conducted a review process to ensure
districts’ compliance in working towards meeting their targets. District authors revealed ways the
districts held themselves accountable to gifted ELs and their families, including districts’
ongoing efforts to improve communication and identification processes and procedures.
Districts were held accountable by the state to report efforts to ensure equal and equitable
access to identification. The Rules (CDEOGE, 2015) represented the legal foundation for
districts to be accountable to the state through program plans. In 12.02(2) Comprehensive Plan,
the Rules’ authors stipulated that districts “shall submit to the Department a comprehensive
gifted education program plan . . . . The program plan shall be implemented by all constituent

87

schools and districts” (p. 103). In turn, the state Office of Gifted Education staff “will review all
program plans for completeness” (p. 103). Completeness of program plans was determined by
the inclusion of a definition of gifted students that was “the same as or substantially similar to
the definition” of gifted students as defined in the Rules, which included ethnic and cultural
minorities. Additionally, the previously mentioned 12.02(2)(c) Identification Procedures
included a requirement for districts to attend to underrepresented populations, including students
with limited English proficiency. The Rules also included a requirement 12.02(2)(c)(iv) for the
implementation of assessments that aligned “with the purpose of identifying exceptionality in the
categories of giftedness, and in traditionally underrepresented populations” (p. 105). Funding
was tied to submitting program plans. Districts received 60% of their distribution of state funds
upon submission of their comprehensive program plan and received the second (40%) upon
submission of an end of year report (CDEOGE, 2011, p. 14). The authors of the Guidelines
document clarified the process as “Ongoing monitoring include[d] an annual review of the
program plan, the yearly budget Proposal for Funds, and an End of Year Report” (CDEOGE,
2012). The Rules’ authors also specified the need for 12.07(3)(b) “An assessment of program
quality based on the standards established by the Department of Education” (p. 113). The
Guidance document and Guidelines document, then, contained elaborations on assessment of
program quality through the Colorado Gifted Education Review process (C-GER).
Promoted as a joint initiative between the state and district, the C-GER process involved
“targets for monitoring and technical assistance support systems” (CDEOGE, 2011, p. 14). Of
note was a target that 100% of districts would “increase the identification of gifted students from
traditionally underrepresented populations if indicated as a need by local data” (p. 14). As
described in the Guidelines document, this review took place through an on-site visit any time
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during the 4 years of the program plan. If a district was “found to be out of compliance or not
adhering to regulatory guidelines, [a district] Improvement Timeline will be submitted to the
[Colorado Department of Education]. Failure of a [district] to comply with the [district]
Improvement Timeline goals may result in a letter of concern to Superintendent(s) and School
Board(s)” (CDEOGE, 2012, p. 440). With the C-GER process’s “focus on continuous
improvement . . . districts [were] encouraged to monitor their gifted program by doing . . .
district program evaluation on a regular basis” (CDEOGE, 2012, p. 339).
The Guidance and Guidelines documents included tools of evaluation. There was a
Program Plan Evaluation Rubric with the highest rating of Fully Acceptable if districts
“Provide[d] explicit procedures, based on accepted best practices, for identifying gifted and
talented students, including those from often under-served populations” (CDEOGE, 2011, p.15).
There were also indicators specific to ELs within the Rubrics of Best Practices for
Communication, including a Distinguished rating for when “Gifted programming/informational
documents [were] available in a variety of languages and presented in informational meetings for
all parents/guardians. Adaptations [were] made to attend to issues of cultural sensitivity” (p. 19).
In Identification: Referral, a Distinguished rating was reserved for when “All students [were]
considered in the universal screening of potential recipients of gifted education services
including but not limited to gender, ethnicity, ESL, and social-economic levels; additional
diagnostic efforts [were] made to seek equitable representation in the gifted population when
compared to district demographics” (p. 20). The inclusion of ESL students was also present in
On-Target for that same category but not for Developing, indicating that anything less than
including universal screening to support referral of ELs was not on-target.
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The Guidelines document (CDEOGE, 2012) included an end of year report worksheet the
required districts to report on elements relative to underrepresented populations, including ELs.
These included “100% of administrative units [would] identify support structures implemented
for underserved gifted populations (e.g., support groups, social skill development, family
involvement, skill scaffolding, shelter classes, tutoring, and multi-cultural training) [and] 100%
of administrative units [would] demonstrate close proximity in racial and ethnic representation in
the gifted population compared to the administrative unit’s total enrollment” (p. 404). Also, as
part of the C-GER process, the Guidelines document included a district checklist that included
requirements for whether districts “ensure equal and equitable access to identification for all,
including students with limited English proficiency [and] the demographics of the gifted
population are reflective of the district’s overall demographics” (p. 444). Each item had check
boxes for yes and no, as well as a box for districts to provide evidence.
District authors responded to state accountability in the ways they referred directly to
state oversight, reported district status and processes and goals, and noted ongoing efforts for
improvement.
Some district authors referred to the C-GER process, with one responding to a
recommendation to report information about program and services in Spanish (PP35) and
aanother noting a commendation for efforts on fostering equal and equitable access (PP2).
However, that district author did not stop there; they reported in the next sentence that the
district’s efforts would continue to be a target for growth, showing the ongoing process for
improvement even as they made gains that garnered state commendation. Similarly, another
district author noted the district was going to make a “concerted effort” (PP14) to meet next steps
for C-GER recommendations. This ongoing effort was a theme that carried across district
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program plans in their future steps and targets.
In reporting out on the targets, district authors reported a formative assessment approach
that reflected ongoing efforts in response to needs and making progress. Although the program
plans, themselves, may be seen overall as a form of accountability, district adherence to state
mandates was reflected explicitly, including a district target to follow state identification
guidelines for underserved populations (PP24) or following the Rules to identify students as
outlined in the ECEA by “working closely” with EL staff (PP25).
District authors addressed improving identification processes for ELs in response to
district demographics to ensure equitable access to programming for all students (PP2, PP11,
PP12, PP15, PP16, PP29, PP30, PP31, PP33, PP36) One district author noted the district “must
do more” for its historically underrepresented populations and noting ELs as “of significance” in
response to changing district demographics (PP30).
Per the state requirement of accountability for demographic proportionality, district
authors reported planned changes based on local numbers, as one author described gifted EL
disproportionality and the need to continue to “actively pursue” identification access to
overcome discrepancies (PP2). Similarly, another author reported low gifted identification of
ELs and the process of “enhancing” (PP31) identification to increase representation. Ongoing
efforts to achieve demographic proportionality were reflected by the district author who noted
the district had experienced an increase of gifted EL identification each of the previous 4 years,
but acknowledged there was still a deficit (PP11). This led to a target to implement a range of
strategies including broader tools and more professional development for EL and general
education teachers.
Other district authors emphasized that such efforts were not short term and would in fact
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need to be ongoing; for example, one district author specifically acknowledged the need to
continue to improve the percentage of underrepresented students each year. They noted this
would not make the demographics proportional, but that it would be “moving in the right
direction” and continue progress (PP29). Yet another author wrote of a plan to “step up” (PP16)
efforts to seek and nurture potential with a focus on collaboration with EL teachers.
Some of the district authors specified ways to adjust practice. For example, one district
had a point system of combining assessment scores into one total and adding points for EL status
to increase their total (PP36). However, the district set a target to revise the identification system
because they found the point system to be limiting. Another district planned to implement and
train teachers for a new EL monitoring program, including scheduling meetings with EL and
general education teachers to help monitor student progress (PP11). District authors also
specified new efforts regarding local norms. This included doing so in collaboration with
publishers on norming its assessments for the district population to determine identification
criteria (PP15) and obtaining local norms from cognitive screening and using them to review and
rewrite identification criteria, as well as to implement training and procedures to increase
identification for the lowest percentages, including ELs (PP33).
In addition to identification processes overall, district authors reported efforts around
changing the measures used (PP1, PP4, PP7, PP11, PP17, PP19, PP25). This included adding
new measures through planned action of adding the CELA to identify students learning English
at a rapid rate (PP1) or implementing new measures related to language in using the new CogAT
screener, as one district that found it would take less time to administer and would lessen the
language load for greater EL screening data (PP4).
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District authors also addressed issues of language and cultural bias as a continuing need.
For example, one asserted that using newer assessments that were more linguistically and
culturally reliable would assist in ensuring that the gifted population mirrored the district
demographics (PP20). Another author was more specific in stating a plan to continue to improve
testing procedures by adding Spanish cognitive measures for non-English speakers and removing
cultural bias from identification procedures (PP17). The plan to continue improving extended to
efforts to seek a more varied body of evidence to find gifted ELs (PP25) and explore additional
resources to help in removing cultural bias from the identification process (PP19).
Finally, districts set goals around determining the efficacy of what they were already
using (PP7, PP10, PP11, PP15, PP19, PP23, PP25, PP30), including a plan to evaluate a rating
scale by how well it identified students of underserved populations and determine whether to
continue to use it and/or add another measure and determining the potential of using a Spanish
test (PP7). Similarly, another reported a plan to continue to implement and monitor the efficacy
of the newly purchased CogAT, especially for the EL population (PP11).
Communication was another target for districts, with districts holding themselves
accountable for communicating EL needs to district staff and families in support of equitable
identification. District authors reported goals for staff training, information, and discussion (PP9,
PP10, PP16, PP18, PP23, PP25, PP31, PP37), including 100% of EL staff to be trained to
identify students based on how quickly the students learn English (PP31) and planning to share
information with additional stakeholders, including school administrators, building gifted staff,
and EL teachers about behaviors specific to giftedness (PP25). Authors also reported a need for
ongoing professional development. One need for ongoing professional development included an
element of serving diverse gifted learners in the district’s new teacher induction in response to
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staff turnover (PP37). Another author reported the need for ongoing teacher training on test
administration and interpretation, especially as new staff were hired or student norms changed,
as a result of reviewing measures to minimize cultural bias (PP10). Ongoing communication was
not only through staff training or providing information, however, as one author noted the need
to continue yearly discussions with EL staff about identification and programming (PP23), while
another reported plans to begin to work with EL staff on using CELA growth results as an
indicator of giftedness (PP18). Other authors reported a target to increase efforts each year to
seek and nurture potential, with a focus on collaboration and consultation with EL staff (PP16)
and continuing to expand a partnership with the EL department (PP9).
Ongoing communication efforts also included families (PP18, PP28, PP30, PP32, PP30,
PP39). District authors reported beginning to translate materials or expanding those they already
had, including the district that indicated the need to translate and make information available to
their EL families (PP35), as well as efforts beyond translating materials to reach out and include
parents in events and the “need to do a better job” (PP39) reaching out to them. Another author
specified, too, that although work was under way, the district needed to go deeper with EL staff
to continue to communicate proactively with EL families about opportunities for participating in
parent groups or advisory councils (PP18).
Ultimately, the need for these ongoing efforts undertaken by districts to meet state
accountability may best be reflected in one district author’s acknowledgement that despite
making progress in increasing recruitment and retention of diverse learners “there is more to be
done” (PP5).
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Summary
The state’s Rules for enacting the ECEA included district responsibility for ensuring
equal and equitable access to gifted identification. The Rules (Colorado Board of Education,
2015), Guidance document, and Guidelines document (CDEOGE, 2011, 2012) included
specifications for culturally and ethnically diverse learners and underrepresented populations,
including ELs. With funding tied to submission of program plans and end of year reports,
districts were responsible for demographic proportionality of gifted ELs to the overall EL
population and describing steps to achieve that proportionality. Districts that were out of
compliance or did not adhere to regulatory guidelines as determined by an accompanying CGER process were to be put on an improvement timeline with the state BOE and further followup with the district Superintendent and BOE if the district did not comply. However, although
there were state goals for identifying 100% of gifted underrepresented students, including ELs,
by 2016, the C-GER process focused on continuous improvement towards that goal. That focus,
along with the program plan Target(s) element, resulted in district authors reporting demographic
proportionality and steps to achieve proportionality if not already met, regarding identification
processes, measures, and communication with staff and families. In reporting future steps,
district authors used language to reflect ongoing efforts of either refining current practices or
seeking and implementing new approaches. In some cases, authors directly referred to past CGER recommendations and commendations. State oversight and district responsiveness
contributed to the identity of gifted ELs as a population that benefits from accountability,
including ongoing efforts towards achieving proportional representation and improving
relationships with staff and families in support of meeting ELs’ needs through gifted
programming.
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Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Identification Processes and Procedures
Colorado’s document authors put forward the identity of gifted ELs as a population that
benefits from adjustments to identification processes and procedures as recommended at the state
level and reported by districts in their program plans.
As previously addressed, the state documents included calls for districts to use
identification processes and procedures to “ensure equal and equitable access for all students
[including] culturally diverse students, students with limited English proficiency” (CDEOGE,
2011, p. 7). In writing program plans, district authors were to list “explicit procedures, based on
accepted best practices, for identifying gifted and talented students, including those from often
under-served populations” (p. 15). The Rules for identification (Colorado Board of Education,
2015) included flexibility beyond the general criteria of “95 percentile or above on a
standardized nationally normed test or observation tool, or a rating on a performance assessment
that indicates exceptionality/distinguished compared to age mates” (p. 105). Flexibility came in
the provision that “Not meeting criteria on a single assessment tool shall not prevent further data
collection or consideration for identification, if other indicators suggest exceptional potential as
observed in a body of evidence” and “Criteria for screening assessments is a score range less
than 95 percentile ranking or results on observation/performance assessment tools as determined
by the [district] to determine referrals, further data collection and observation, and/or formation
of student talent pools” (p. 105).
In turn, the Guidelines document (CDEOGE, 2012) included more breadth and depth
regarding recommendations. As the description of giftedness included the importance of
“understanding of the unique characteristics of gifted and talented children of poverty, diverse
learners, English language learners” (CDEOGE, 2012, p. 23), the authors recommended
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“collaborat[ing] with English Language Learners (ELL) staff to assist with identification” (p.
15). Beyond identification, the authors noted the value of working with EL staff to learn about
district programming and collaborating to “analyze the cognitive and language demands of
learning tasks and offer specific ideas on how to adjust instruction to enhance learning
opportunities and accelerate language acquisition” (p. 574). In clarifying EL status and needs, the
authors recommended using CELA and other formative assessments to “monitor success and
guide instruction for gifted ELLs” (p. 575), and emphasized legal protections around EL services
because “Once enrolled in a district’s ESL or bilingual program, ELLs are entitled by law to
receive ESL services” (p. 575). Other recommendations included strategies for communication
including not only translating documents and providing translators, but also “Having a team
member who can assist with interpretation enhances the selection process which is more
sensitive to the family and student’s cultural and language learning context” (p. 575). For
identification, the authors advised “Universal screenings . . . may identify a need for early
supports and services, prior to formal identification, especially for underrepresented student
groups” (p. 495) and a need for fairness in assessments so that “Culturally and linguistically fair
assessments and translated forms are used whenever possible to ensure an equitable
identification process” (p. 32).
Along with these recommendations were cautions that formed their basis, such as
“unfamiliarity with the English language, or differing cultural norms and customs may mask
potential gifts” (CDEOGE, 2012, p. 37). One caution around the need for training was “Teachers
and other school staff often have limited training in gifted education or multi-cultural education,
thus making it difficult to recognize giftedness in diverse students” (p. 563) with teacher referrals
“intentionally or unintentionally” (p. 563) serving as a gatekeeper for CLED students. Another
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caution was that training was needed for “staff to recognize gifted potential in all students.
Studies have shown that educators have lower expectations and more stereotypes about ELLs
than monolingual learners. Keep expectations high” (p. 575). Authors also cautioned districts on
the need for thoughtful approaches in selecting measures “as most tests are primarily in English;
this may inadvertently measure English language ability or background knowledge rather than
academic or intellectual ability” (p. 563).
District authors reported efforts to ensure equal and equitable access by describing
universal screenings, reaching out for referrals, using a range of measures to address their level
of language attainment, and adjusting their processes.
District authors reported the use of universal screening through nonverbal measures (PP1,
PP2, PP4, PP5, PP6, PP9, PP11, PP12, PP13, PP14, PP15, PP16, PP17, PP18, PP19, PP20,
PP21, PP22, PP23, PP24, PP25, PP26, PP27, PP28, PP29, PP30, PP31, PP32, PP33, PP34, PP35,
PP36, PP39, PP40, PP41, PP42). One author reported giving the CogAT to all students in grade
3 to ensure equal and equitable access (PP14). Another author emphasized grade level screening
would be through assessments that did not have bias of language or culture, including nonverbal
measures designed to find learners from underrepresented groups (PP12). For universal
screening, authors reported the use of nonverbal screeners with some elaborating on their use
relative to ELs. This included using a nonverbal test to reduce the impact of language and
vocabulary on results (PP34) or the NNAT as a specific measure to screen for nonverbal
giftedness for ELs (PP42) for its nonverbal nature, but also as a means to reduce bias for
culturally diverse and EL learners (PP36). To provide equal and equitable access, another author
specified the role of universal screenings to identify students who may not otherwise have been
referred (PP41).
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Some district authors wrote of reaching out for referrals on behalf of ELs (PP1, PP2, PP5,
PP6, PP7, PP11, PP15, PP17, PP25, PP26, PP28, PP29, PP30, PP31, PP32, PP33, PP35, PP39,
PP42). One author reported that although all students were considered in the initial screening,
there were efforts to seek referrals to lead to equitable representation compared to district
demographics, including ELs (PP26). Outreach included allowing students at any grade level to
be referred by teachers, parents, or themselves (PP33), or specifically reaching out to EL
teachers (PP1). Authors noted translations into other languages, including referral forms, to reach
families that spoke Spanish (PP30, PP37). For broader outreach, one author reported the ways
staff worked with parents to ensure they knew how to refer either their own child for testing or
someone else’s (PP29), while another reported that gifted students could refer peers (PP10).
Sometimes authors reported a team approach to the referral process (PP5, PP10, PP15,
PP18, PP19, PP24, PP25, PP26, PP30, PP33, PP38). This included forming a gifted
identification team that included EL staff to find more students from underrepresented groups,
with the result that “many” (PP30) of the referrals were for ELs. Another author similarly
reported an intervention team to cast a “wider net” (PP10) to bring forward names of students
who might not typically be identified.
District authors wrote of the ways districts used additional and alternative measures as
well as adjustments for identification, including nonverbal measures, administering tests in
students’ native language when possible, and using EL rate of English acquisition as a potential
indicator of giftedness. There were measures in students’ primary language and nonverbal
assessments, including assessments in a student’s primary language if available, but nonverbal
measures or ratings scales if not (PP28), using a Spanish version of the CogAT (PP37), or
planning to find which tests are available in Spanish (PP7). Another author acknowledged a need
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“to continue to refine and improve” (PP17) testing by adding Spanish cognitive measures for
ELs. However, most reports were about nonverbal measures (e.g., the nonverbal subtests of the
CogAT and NNAT districts used in universal screening as noted above) in all districts (PP1-42).
One author explained the purpose for nonverbal screening for ELs to probe the “exceptional
abilities” (PP22) of these students by adding a nonverbal measure that did not require reading
English. Another author reasoned the NNAT would help to ensure equal and equitable access to
identification for ELs (PP38). In addition to nonverbal tests, a few authors also reported the use
of other measures, including the Woodcock-Muñoz Language Survey (PP12, PP18), or an
alternative for ELs who were unable to take the nonverbal subtest sections of tests (PP20).
Other times, beyond specific measures, authors wrote of test administration (PP11, PP18,
PP22, PP29). One reported success through implementing untimed testing for ELs as a result of
finding that ELs scored perfectly on completed items but did not complete the test, accounting
for lower scores. When re-assessed with additional time, the students performed “significantly
better” (PP11). This was an exception, however, rather than the rule, because this was the only
author reporting such an approach. Other authors reported administering measures in a student’s
native language (PP18, PP22), including having an EL teacher give directions in Spanish in areas
indicated as appropriate by test publishers (PP39). Authors also reported district use of EL rate of
English acquisition as a potential indicator of giftedness (PP29).
District authors accounted for using the rapid acquisition of English as an indicator of
giftedness through using the CELA (PP1, PP6, PP12, PP17, PP18, PP30, PP31, PP33, PP34,
PP39) with other indicators. One author reported the gifted facilitator “confers” (PP39) with the
EL teacher regarding CELA test scores to note exceptional growth as an indicator for gifted
identification. Authors acknowledged that CELA scores were not part of the standard measures
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and were specially indicated for ELs as an alternative indicator for EL students (PP30) and
clarified that it was not a standard measure through use of CELA growth rates as an additional
measure “when appropriate” (PP34).
Authors also noted the need for measures free from bias for identification (PP7, PP9,
PP10, PP12, PP17, PP19, PP36). These included exploring additional resources to assist in
removing cultural bias to focus on underrepresented students by name and need (PP19) or doing
so through grade level screening using assessments that did not have bias based on language and
culture (PP12).
Additionally, authors documented means of adjusting identification processes (PP5,
PP15, PP18, PP21, PP28, PP30, PP39, PP40, PP41). This included describing how scores below,
but close to thresholds, would trigger additional measures. Regarding universal screening, one
author specified that students who scored below the 95th percentile on assessments may be
considered instead through the use of other cognitive assessments (PP5). This author also
reported on the use of the rate of English acquisition and a variety of nonverbal and
underrepresented population assessments with the assurance that screening never excludes a
student in the identification process. The 95th percentile threshold was also addressed by authors
who reported typical cut-off points at the 95th percentile or higher, with exceptions for ELs if the
body of evidence “warrant[ed]” (PP28). One author specified the use of the additional use of the
NNAT for students scoring 91-94% on a nonverbal subtest of another measure (PP39). Another
author did not specify scores, but reported that students from underrepresented populations,
including ELs, may be identified using slightly lower achievement scores per district discussions
and approvals (PP15).
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District authors referred to the inclusion of EL staff in the identification process (PP11,
PP16, PP18, PP21, PP23, PP24, PP25, PP27, PP30, PP31, PP34, PP39, PP41). This involved
informing EL staff about the referral process, providing training on gifted characteristics,
especially for abilities that are “difficult to identify via traditional methods” (PP41), and
welcoming referrals from EL staff at any time (PP39). Another district referred to EL staff
inclusion more as a partnership with the gifted department working “very closely” (PP18) with
the EL staff to look at other indicators.
Some districts established procedures to place students in talent pools or monitoring
programs (PP2, PP7, PP11, PP15, PP17, PP27, PP39) to provide services and watch growth for
future formal identification. One author reported a watch list of students who only needed one or
two more indicators for future identification, with supports whether or not they were formally
identified (PP15). Authors also reported cooperation between gifted and EL staff to provide
access to identification and programming (PP27) and establishing a monitoring program and
with a “priority” (PP39) to re-test students who showed growth in academics and English.
Sometimes authors reported the ways districts strove to foster talent development through
creating official pools for ELs whose scores were “borderline” (PP7). These talent pools were
seen as a means to let teachers begin to build a body of evidence on the gifted EL students
toward formal identification by having them work with a gifted specialist (PP17). Sometimes
authors included specific criteria for talent pool placement, such as 85-94th percentile on a
screener or the 95th percentile on a behavior checklist, and rapid acquisition of English (PP2).
Monitoring was viewed as allowing students quicker access to advanced classes and ensuring
that teachers provide these students the same opportunities as identified students (PP11).
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Summary
The state authors addressed approaches for equal and equitable access to gifted
identification for ELs. District authors, in turn, reported elements of these approaches relative to
local demographics and targets. These approaches included intentional use of nonverbal
measures in universal screening, measures in other languages, and administration of directions in
native languages. Beyond measures, district authors reported adjustments to identification
processes, including the state-sanctioned allowance of alternatives for students who do not meet
the recommended 95th percentile or above criteria on standardized tests or observation tools,
including the creation of pre-identification processes like talent pools. Authors also reported
outreach for EL referrals from EL staff, family, and students’ peers. Collectively, districts acted
to foster equitable identification for ELs regarding their level of English attainment,
underrepresentation, and status as culturally, linguistically, and ethnically diverse. State
recommendations and district responses regarding how to identify gifted ELs contributed to the
identity of ELs as a population that benefits from adjustments to processes and procedures based
on level of English attainment and status as both underrepresented and CLED.
Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Stakeholder Interactions
Colorado’s document authors put forward the identity of gifted ELs as a population who
benefits from stakeholder interactions. Stakeholder interactions included state recommendations
for outreach to and engagement with family and community, as well as interactions with EL and
other departments that were echoed in district program plans. There were limited
recommendations at the state level, but district program plans included a range of approaches.
Gifted Staff With EL Families and Community
The Guidance document (CDEOGE, 2011) included a communication recommendation
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to “Specify how stakeholder groups will be informed and involved in determining programming
options (identification, planning and programming for gifted students)” (p. 6). The authors of the
Guidelines (CDEOGE, 2012) encouraged “outreach to engage and inform families” (p. 439) and
to “Help these families understand gifted education and programming” (p. 483).
District authors reported ways they interacted with families and community (PP5, PP18,
PP19, PP24, PP28, PP29, PP34, PP35, PP37), including ways parent participation is “supported
and encouraged” (PP30). There were opportunities to participate in groups; for example, one
district had translators available for all gifted events, so that Spanish speaking families could
serve the district’s advisory council, and also participate in parent groups on Supporting the
Emotional Needs of the Gifted (PP18). Another district’s gifted advisory council had
representatives from the community who worked on initiatives to increase the number of
students identified from underrepresented populations (PP29). Still another district formed a
gifted education leadership team, including parents, to address and advise on gifted issues,
documents, and educational strategies for diverse populations (PP24). District authors noted
engagement efforts to meet with community members representing special populations for a
variety of events and meetings so that their “concerns can be heard and addressed” (PP28) and
working to build partnerships with families and community around increasing recruitment and
retention of diverse students (PP5). Others reported efforts to involve parents in gifted program
evaluation by providing paper and online surveys in Spanish (PP37), and continuing to support
parents of ELs by providing translators during conferences and activities (PP19).
Gifted Staff With EL and Other Departments
At the state level, the Guidelines document (CDEOGE, 2012) included a practitioner tip
for ELs on the importance of gifted staff learning about a district’s EL programming and
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collaborating “with district personnel such as ELL teachers, the ELL staff, school psychologists,
speech and language pathologists, and other bilingual school staff” (p. 574). Yet another
recommendation was for “English as a Second Language (ESL) staff members [to] work with
teachers to analyze the cognitive and language demands of learning tasks and offer specific ideas
on how to adjust instruction to enhance learning opportunities and accelerate language
acquisition” (p. 574). Finally, there was a recommendation to “Provide translators for meetings
and workshops . . . [and c]ollaborate with English Language Learners (ELL) staff to assist with
identification, programming, and family communication” (p. 15).
Gifted staff interacted with EL staff on different fronts across districts (PP2, PP7, PP11,
PP15, PP17, PP18, PP24, PP27, PP30, PP39). There was some focus on informing families,
including interacting with the translation department to translate all documents into Spanish
(PP30). Another district worked with its EL department to communicate effectively with Spanish
speaking families so that they would have equal information on gifted services in the district
(PP18) and consider special indicators for ELs. Some of these interactions involved having EL
staff participate on identification teams (PP24, PP30) resulting in referrals.
Beyond these formalized teams, there were other interactions between gifted and EL staff
regarding identification that district authors characterized in different ways (PP9, PP16, PP18,
PP23, PP25, PP27, PP28, PP39). Different authors referred to a range of interactions, including
collaborate, confer, and consult. One author used the term “collaborate” (PP27) when describing
how the gifted education teachers interacted with EL staff to provide access for ELs to
identification and programming, while another termed district effort as “collaboration” (PP28)
with EL directors to share information, identify students and provide professional development.
Another district funded cross-program collaboration and professional learning between gifted
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and EL staff (PP9). There was an author that reported the gifted facilitator “confers” (PP39) with
the EL teacher regarding CELA test scores for students, noting exceptional growth. Yet another
author reported “collaboration and consultation” (PP16) with EL staff. Otherwise, there were
references to work, including working closely with district and school staff that provide services
for ELs to ensure students from underrepresented populations would not be overlooked (PP25),
working with EL staff to look at special indicators (PP18), and holding annual discussions with
EL staff about gifted identification and programming (PP23).
Interactions between gifted and EL or other departments included initiatives beyond the
identification process to engage parents by working “with the EL department in more depth”
(PP18) to offer parent groups in Spanish. Another author noted the gifted director “relies” (PP34)
on many staff members to ensure that the needs of gifted students are met, including ELs.
Sometimes these interactions were addressed without specificity, as the author who noted
“frequent direct communications” (PP15) with the EL department. Programming was addressed
as a need to “plan and work together” (PP5) to meet the educational needs of ELs, or working
with teachers of EL students in the monitoring program to provide optimal learning and help
monitor progress (PP11).
Summary
Districts described ways their gifted departments interacted with families as well as other
departments on behalf of ELs. At the state level, the authors of the Guidance document
(CDEOGE, 2011) addressed interactions with families by asking districts to specify how
stakeholder groups would be not only informed, but also be involved in determining
programming options, including identification. The authors of the Guidelines document
(CDEOGE, 2012) encouraged outreach to engage and inform as well as to help EL families
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understand gifted education and programming. Accordingly, district authors reported
opportunities for parents to engage in events and participate in groups. Regarding interactions
with other departments, the authors of the Guidelines document recommended interacting with
other staff for translation services and adjusting programming related to cognitive and language
demands of learning tasks, as well as collaborating on identification. In turn, district authors
reported interacting with EL staff in these recommended ways, ranging from consulting and
conferring to collaborating, including seeking out more EL students and better understanding EL
characteristics. State recommendations and district responses regarding interactions to foster EL
identification contributed to the identity of ELs as a population that benefits from gifted
departments interacting with families and community, as well as EL and other departments.
Use of Language Across Discourses
The state and district document authors used specific words and phrases in producing
their works. Examining language use at this micro level allowed for a complementary view of
the discourses through four themes: language that emphasized, encouraged, and reflected effort;
language of perceived challenges in the context of supports; language of inclusivity and support;
and language around expectations, strengths, and potential.
Language of Emphasis, Encouragement, and Effort
The state authors used language that emphasized ELs and prioritized their equal and
equitable identification. The authors of the revision to the Act (Colorado Act Concerning the
Provision of Educational Programs to Gifted Students, Colo. Rev. Stat. § 07-1244, 2007) set the
tone for prioritizing identification of culturally and ethnically diverse populations who were not
identified through traditional measures with the language that “the state board, the department,
and every [district] are encouraged to give the highest priority to the identification of such gifted
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children” (p. 2). There was also language related to EL identification being essential. Primary
among these was the authors’ use of the word “ensure” in the Rules (Colorado Board of
Education, 2015) as 12.02(2)(c)(i) “method(s) to ensure equal and equitable access for all
students” (Colorado Board of Education, 2015, p. 104). The term “ensure” was not an
equivocation. Similarly, it was not an equivocation when the authors reiterated EL’s legal rights
by their language status: “Once enrolled in a district’s ESL or bilingual program, ELLs are
entitled by law to receive ESL services and must take the annual state English language
proficiency assessment until redesignated from English language acquisition services”
(CDEOGE, 2012, p. 574).
At times, there was emphasis for districts to identify and support ELs in the form of
criteria for districts. The state set targets for 100% compliance for items related to gifted ELs.
The authors of the Guidance document stipulated “100% of [districts] will increase the
identification of gifted students from traditionally underrepresented populations if indicated as a
need by local data” (CDEOGE, 2011, p. 14) for submitting comprehensive program plans. The
authors of the Guidelines document noted “100% of [districts] will identify support structures
implemented for underserved gifted populations (e.g., support groups, social skill development,
family involvement, skill scaffolding, shelter classes, tutoring, and multi-cultural training)”
(CDEOGE, 2012, p. 404) in the end of year report worksheet that districts must complete.
The authors of the Guidelines document also wrote of essentials for identification
processes in terms of needs, necessities, and requisites (CDEOGE, 2012). The authors specified
“The regulations of gifted education necessitate the practice of broad-based identification
procedures to facilitate recognition of the exceptional potential, especially in minority and low
socio-economic student groups” (p. 2). When writing of the ongoing process of improving
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identification, the authors asserted “While progress is being made, there continues to be a need
for increased research, awareness, resources, and efforts aimed at improving diverse
representation in gifted education programs” (p. 560). Regarding needs for identification,
“Requisite resources and materials must be provided to support the efforts to address the
screening, identification, and programming of under-represented populations” (p. 384). The
authors of the Rules 12.01(31) emphasized the helpfulness of universal screening “for
identifying students with exceptional ability or potential, especially students from traditionally
underrepresented populations” (Colorado Board of Education, 2015, p. 103). Similarly, in rule
12.02(2)(c)(iii), the authors wrote “Every [district] is strongly encouraged to include optional
universal screening in identification” (p. 105). The authors of the Guidelines document advised
“Administrators should also support the hiring and mentoring of culturally and linguistically
diverse staff and encourage them to work with various groups of learners” (CDEOGE, 2012, p.
363). Finally, there was a call for district authors to “describe the efforts that the [district] will
make to identify gifted students from all populations, including preschool (if applicable) through
twelve grade students, minority students, economically diverse students, culturally diverse
students, students with limited English proficiency and children with disabilities” (Colorado
Board of Education, 2015, p. 104).
In responding to the state’s directive to describe district efforts, district authors used
language that echoed the state’s language of what was essential. One author declared its district’s
identification processes were designed to encourage giftedness within diverse cultures and
students’ environments, and that “a single definition of giftedness cannot exist because of the
diversity issues (PP5). In terms of needs, an author reported “a need” (PP35) to translate the
written identification process into Spanish and make it available to their EL families, while
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another author did so for demographic proportionality as the gifted department “needs to
continue to work” (PP18) towards better representation in ethnic groups. This theme of need was
seen in an author quoting the state’s use of “ensure” as using culture-free assessments and data
“will ensure equal and equitable access to all students” (PP6) and another author writing of a
district continually examining the screening process “to ensure equal and equitable access to all
students” (PP20).
There were goals and priorities around identification processes and procedures; for
example, one author indicated that increasing identification of the district’s Hispanic population
was of their “main goals” (PP42). Another author wrote of an imperative to address EL growth
because the district “must do more” (PP30) to provide equitable access for historically
underrepresented populations, although gifted EL percentages had grown over the preceding 3
years. Urgency was noted by an author that reported the district’s monitoring program would
allow students “quicker access” (PP11) and another author whose district made it “a priority”
(PP39) to re-test students who have shown growth through a monitoring program.
Authors highlighted district commitment through the use of terms related to effort,
commitment, and focus, such as “Every effort” (PP12) will be made to select and use criteria
with the highest likelihood to show the student’s “greatest strengths and abilities” (PP12).
Authors noted a “concerted effort” (PP14) regarding district demographic proportionality or
striving in effort as “The district strives for demographic proportionality” (PP5) to increasingly
reflect student diversity.
Statements of commitment and support included “The district is committed to provide”
equal access to gifted programming for ELs and “current support is strong” (PP15) in areas of
the definition regarding diversity and ELs. Another author wrote of a district’s “strong
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commitment to identifying” ELs to “encourage” (PP20) their identification. The commitment
noted by the preceding author was described by others as focus. One author noted “We have
focused” (PP5) when describing measures used to improve demographic proportionality, and
another reported the imperative of sending a flyer in English and Spanish to the parents of “every
child, every year” (PP15).
Summary
These are examples of the ways state and district language reflected emphasizing,
encouraging, and putting forth effort regarding equitable identification of ELs across the four
discourses. The imperatives and encouragement showed what was essential and what was
recommended but with flexibility for districts in meeting the needs of their EL population. The
district authors then, reported what the districts undertook as imperative and chose as efforts with
emphasis in their language choices.
Language of Perceived Challenges in the Context of Supports
At times in writing about gifted ELs and what was needed to ensure their equal and
equitable access to identification, the state and district authors used language around perceived
challenges in the context of responding supports.
Some of these revolved around perceived challenges of ELs and their families. For
example, by reproducing the 2010 NAGC position paper Nurturing Social and Emotional
Development in its entirety, the authors of the Guidelines document included terms of
“nonmainstream” and “lack” even while they advocated for opportunities.
Such measures can miss highly able students whose nonmainstream cultural values and
behaviors, life circumstances, lack of parental support, depression, lack of language
proficiency, skepticism about school, disabilities, behavior, or even illness preclude
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optimal standardized-test or classroom performance. Missing then are opportunities to
affirm and nurture ability and provide social access to intellectual peers. (NAGC, 2010,
as cited by CDEOGE, 2012, p. 264)
The Guidelines document included citations, and sometimes quotations, from researchers
around perceived challenges and suggesting supports. In addressing differences in culture or
language for families, the authors of the Guidelines document directly quoted a researcher’s term
of “much less likely” in the context of “Culturally diverse gifted students’ parents are much less
likely to be able to navigate a school system’s bureaucracy and may feel alienated by the
unfamiliar terminology and procedures of a gifted program” (Warne, 2009, as cited by
CDEOGE, 2012, p. 562).
The state language, at times, referred to limited English proficiency, as in rule
12.02(2)(c)(i) about describing efforts to identify gifted students, including “students with
limited English proficiency” (Colorado Board of Education, 2015, p. 104). The Guidelines
document echoed this language in the district checklist, but also in a definition of culturally and
linguistically diverse learners based upon “An education term used by the U.S. Department of
Education to define students enrolled in education programs who are either non-English
proficient (NEP) or limited-English proficient (LEP)” (CDEOGE, 2012, p. 585).
Other language referred to perceived challenges of staff recognizing gifted EL
characteristics and referring gifted ELs. The authors of the Guidelines document addressed
giftedness as difficult to recognize, because “Teachers and other school staff often have limited
training in gifted education or multi-cultural education, thus making it difficult to recognize
giftedness in diverse students” (p. 563). The authors of the Guidelines document then continued
by quoting “Teacher referral (and its rating checklists and forms), intentionally or
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unintentionally, serves as a gatekeeper, closing doors to gifted education classrooms for CLD
students” (Ford et al., 2008, as cited by CDEOGE, 2012, p. 563). In advocating for recognizing
potential, the authors cautioned “Studies have shown that educators have lower expectations and
more stereotypes about ELLs than monolingual learners. Keep expectations high” (p. 575). A
similar caution on deficit thinking included “Characteristics of giftedness may be manifested
differently from the mainstream culture in CLD and low SES students; therefore, these students
may be perceived through a deficit lens rather than a strength-based lens” (p. 563).
Perceived challenges and supports at the district level included terminology about
“limited English proficiency” (PP38). However, this was the exception rather than the rule as
only one other district’s author used this term and the designation of limited English proficient
was still in use by the state for the level of English proficiency at the time (CDEOGE, 2012).
One district’s author referred to the need for a team approach, including EL staff, to address the
issue that some students may have “mitigating factors that impede their ability to meet the
standard criteria of giftedness” (PP34). Authors also used language around perceived challenges
for staff; one district reported the need for teachers to be trained to “recognize and respond”
(PP6) to characteristics of ELs. The need for training extended to awareness for another district’s
that plan to implement more professional development for EL and general education teachers to
“increase awareness of gifted behaviors” (PP1). Another author reported the need for similar
training for EL staff so they would be able to refer students whose abilities are “difficult to
identify via traditional methods” (PP41).
Summary
The use of language referring to the perceived challenges of ELs and staff in identifying
gifted ELs across the state and district documents was paired with supports and strategies for
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meeting these challenges. In the case of the state, the authors of the Guidelines document directly
quoted or cited sources when using language that provided context for where the language or
ideas originated. The district authors wrote of the perceived challenges in some language that
echoed the state’s infrequent use of limited English proficient, but also wrote of ELs not meeting
standard criteria and abilities that were difficult to identify via traditional methods.
Language of Inclusivity and Support
At the state level, the authors of the Guidelines document used inclusive language of
outreach as they referred to the 1992 work of Moll and colleagues to recommend specific
approaches to
Respect unique cultural needs; learn about, honor, and build upon the cultural heritage
that students bring with them from their homes and communities. Cultural groups are not
homogeneous. Get to know each family on an individual basis. Become knowledgeable
of the unique and diverse needs of specific cultures. Seek out opportunities to learn and
share with each other. Involve community members and parents as mentors and
resources. (Moll et al., 1992 as cited by CDEOGE, 2012, p. 580)
District authors then wrote inclusively about ELs, families, and the community, including
ways that districts not only informed parents but also took steps so “parent participation is
supported and encouraged” (PP30). There was a sense of facilitation by the district whose author
wrote of ensuring all information is “readily available” in multiple languages (PP12). Authors
used welcoming terms as “our district hosts” parent events with district translators (PP11) or a
sequence of such terms, including “invite, encourage, and seek out” parents and stakeholders
from underrepresented groups (PP12). Another author also wrote of inviting as “parents are

114

invited” (PP17) to refer their child for testing. Yet another author wrote of trust, emphasizing
how a bilingual staff member was “beginning to earn the trust of parents and students” (PP39).
There was language that referred to how the districts approached EL families, including
not just providing translations, but also communicating effectively by working with the EL
department to communicate with Spanish speaking families in an “effective manner" (PP18),
ensuring equal information on gifted services. Beyond responsiveness to needs, there were
proactive steps, as well, including a plan to “continue to proactively communicate” (PP18) with
EL gifted families about all upcoming opportunities or another to “strive to build partnerships”
(PP5) with their families and community.
Authors also referred to ELs inclusively through use of the pronoun “our.” These
inclusions ranged from demographic reports of “Our district’s English Language Acquisition
(ELA) population is about 5%” (PP29) and mentions of “our ELL families” (PP35) to “Our
diverse-language community” (PP36). Sometimes these references were paired with modifying
actions of using a gifted screener that is “sensitive to our ELA population” (PP4). Similarly,
another author reported identification processes are designed to encourage giftedness within “our
diverse cultures” (PP5). Other times, the inclusive “our” was present in decisions made for an
alternative measure “provided to our [EL] students who are unable to take” nonverbal subtests of
other measures (PP20) or the district whose identification process was “based on our culturally
diverse population” (PP20). There was an added imperative element for the district whose author
referred to having adjusted criteria to assure that it was “capturing our students” (PP22) who
exhibited characteristics of giftedness.
Summary
The state’s recommendation for CLED students was specific with language of “respect,”
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“honor,” “build,” and seeking opportunities to learn and share, as well as involve families.
Districts reflected this when authors referred to ELs and their families inclusively as “our” and
elaborated on ways they were reaching out in welcoming terms of “host” and “invite.” Authors
also reflected on outreach that reactively responded to and proactively anticipated needs in
helpful terms of making translated materials “readily available” and building trust.
Language Around Expectations, Strengths, and Potential
The state and district authors used language related to expectations, strengths, and
potential in their documents.
At the state level, the authors of the Guidelines document recommended “High
expectations [that] are maintained while providing experiences and educational support to
students in reaching their potential” (CDEOGE, 2012, p. 107). Tips for educating culturally and
ethnically diverse learners included “Focus on student strengths. Develop curriculum around
student interests and strengths so that students are better able to connect to the learning” (p. 579).
There was also a consideration “Strengths may have been masked at a younger age due to a
focus on remediation in language arts or learning of English” (p. 537).
District authors used the term strength in varying ways. One author addressed strength in
an identification philosophy that a complete body of evidence must always be considered and
examined through both “strengths-based and needs-based lenses” (PP9). Another wrote of a
district selecting and using “those criteria that have the highest likelihood to show the student’s
greatest strengths and abilities” (PP12). Authors were specific in their use of strength. One
reported the purpose of identification was for a “variety of strengths and interests” (PP25) to be
recognized and used for individual programming. Others referred to strengths when discussing
alternatives. For example, an author listed options for “a strength in an area not assessed by the
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NNAT” and those who have “a wealth of background knowledge” (PP18). Strength was also
noted in programming of a district with goals to support academic areas and “nonverbal
strength” (PP20).
District authors addressed student potential in identification processes of using data to
build a profile of a student’s potential and to ensure that “gifted potential in underserved
populations are identified” (PP38). Another district implemented universal screening in bilingual
schools to seek out “high potential students” (PP11). Beyond potential, there was mention of
ability in “outstanding abilities” present in all cultural groups (PP32). Sometimes potential was
paired with language around seeking it. One author noted efforts to “seek and nurture” (PP16)
potential of students from all ethnic backgrounds. This effort to seek was also present in a
district’s purpose for grade level screening “to find students from populations that are most often
underrepresented” including ELs (PP12). Seeking language even included recruitment as a
district sent “a recruitment letter” (PP15) to all students in the district who scored high on a
nonverbal ability measure given all students in grades 2 and 4.
Summary
These examples reflected state and district authors’ choices of language around
expectations for ELs regarding strengths and potential, and actively seeking both. They included
both the expectation from the state to maintain high expectations and recommendations around
leveraging students’ strengths. At the local level, some district authors used the terms “strength”
and “potential” to describe how views of ELs and choices made to identify them.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to determine gifted EL identity-forming discourses.
Therefore, the contributions of document formats, functions, and interrelationships, as well as
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specific language used, provided informative context for the discourses. The revision to the Act
provided context for the Rules, which were limited in format and content by being legal statutes.
In turn, the Guidance document, with its specific purpose of communicating accountability for
districts through program plans included further elaborations on the Rules, while the Guidelines
included elaborations on every aspect of the Rules and provided the most-detailed picture of how
the authors from the state Office of Gifted Education interpreted the Rules for district use.
The state documents served as a call for districts to ensure equal and equitable access to
identification; the district documents served as a response to that call at the heart of Fairclough’s
(2013) Process dimension in reflecting procedures and interrelationships that underpin the
documents’ formation in a macro view of how the documents form a body for examination that
contributes to the discourses. In contrast to this macro view, examining specific language use
was a micro view per Fairclough’s (2013) Object dimension. As the interrelationship of
documents provided a wide lens, specific choices of words and phrases illuminated the specific
ways language was used in four themes across the discourses.
Together, these Object and Process dimensions provided the context for the discourses in
the Social dimension of power. The state and districts together represented authority in
determining access to gifted programming for ELs through identification. Therefore, what the
authors wrote and how they wrote it constituted how they viewed gifted ELs, resulting in four
discourses contributing to gifted EL identity as formed by those in power. With these four
discourses, Colorado put forth a view of gifted ELs as an underrepresented population of
culturally, ethnically, and linguistically diverse learners who benefit from stakeholder
interactions to implement processes and procedures for commensurate identification through
ongoing accountability.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
In this chapter, I will present a summary of my findings, followed by a discussion of the
findings and their relation to the literature. I will then discuss the implications of the study for
practice and policy with recommendations for future research. Finally, I will discuss the study’s
limitations.
Summary of Findings
This CDA was conducted with the state and district documents of Colorado as a state that
has commensurately identified gifted ELs. In analyzing the documents, four discourses of gifted
ELs emerged as a function of the macro level of analysis of document formats, functions, and
interrelationships and micro analysis of use of language that provides complementary
understanding of the discourses of gifted ELs.
The document formats, functions, and interrelationships provided context for the way the
state and district documents build upon each other. At the state level, formal and succinct legal
language of revision to the Act and Rules reflected the force of the law in equitably identifying
gifted ELs. These state documents were interrelated with the Guidance document for districts in
completing program plans and Guidelines document of information, resources, and
accountability on enacting what was in the program plans. The value of formats, functions, and
interrelationships extended from the state documents to the district program plans, as they were
formatted with sections for Communication and Identification, including what the district was
doing and needed to do in sections of Description and Target/s, respectively.
Four identity-forming discourses of gifted ELs emerged from analysis. The first was that
gifted EL identity was formed by the definitions and designations assigned to them, including
not only their level of English attainment, but also as an underrepresented population in gifted

119

programming and having cultural and ethnic considerations beyond their language status. The
second was that gifted EL identity was formed by the state holding districts accountable for
gifted EL identification and districts engaging in a process of formative evaluation. The third
was that gifted EL identity was formed by the processes and procedures the state recommended
and the districts selected to equitably identify gifted ELs. The fourth was that gifted EL identity
was formed by stakeholder interactions within the district as well as between the district and
families/community.
Specific language use contributed to and provided complementary context for the four
gifted EL identity-forming discourses. These included a theme of language of emphasis,
encouragement, and effort that underscored the importance of gifted EL identification. There was
also a theme of gifted EL-related challenges in the context of finding solutions, but these were
infrequent in nature. In contrast, there was language of inclusivity and support for gifted ELs and
their family/community, as well as language of gifted ELs regarding expectations held for them
regarding their strengths and potential. Overall, there was a sense of gifted ELs belonging to and
being valued as part of the gifted community given the emphasis on identifying them through a
lens of potential and strengths so that they would not be overlooked within what districts referred
to as “our” community.
Discussion of Findings
ELs are underrepresented in gifted education, posing an inequity of opportunity afforded
to ELs versus those who are equitably identified for and gain access to gifted programming.
Gifted education is left to individual states to determine whether to undertake gifted education at
all and, if so, whether to include gifted ELs within this effort. Within a dearth of states
addressing gifted ELs, there were three states who did so in systematic ways as represented
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through available policy and practice documents that reveal what is at work in equitably
identifying gifted ELs (Wiggin, 2017). Of these three states, Colorado was one that
commensurately identified equitable numbers of gifted ELs (University of Connecticut, 2014),
giving merit to examining how Colorado did so. It did so through four identity-forming
discourses that represented how it viewed gifted ELs in terms of who they are and what they
need for equitable identification, including accountability for demographic proportionality as
enacted through specific processes and procedures by stakeholders through a range of
interactions. These identity-forming discourses were informed by the formats, functions, and
interrelationships of documents at the state and district levels, as well as themes of language use
as discussed below.
Document Formats, Functions, and Interrelationships Inform Discourses
The state and district documents were interrelated in a form of call and response with the
state authorities mandating the identification of gifted ELs through legal language in the Rules
for the Administration of the ECEA and language related to ELs in a revision to the Colorado
Act Concerning the Provision of Educational Programs to Gifted Students. Additionally, there
were accompanying state documents to further illuminate the state rules and expectations. First,
the Guidance document for districts’ program plans included the Rules with elaborations on the
elements of each rule along with checklists, reflective questions, and rubrics. Second, the
Guidelines document included a comprehensive overview of information, resources, and
recommendations for all facets of gifted education.
In turn, the district authors produced 4-year program plans showing what the districts
were currently doing and planned to do for gifted programming in the format of a state template.
The state and district documents together served to illuminate the authors’ views of gifted ELs.
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Additionally, the interrelationship between the state documents and the resulting district program
plans reflected accountability that provided insight into how the districts interpreted and enacted
the state views of and requirements for identifying gifted ELs. The program plan functioned as a
response to the state requirement and included both what districts were doing and how they were
doing it in relation to gifted ELs, with most of the information occurring in the Communication
and Identification sections of the program plans. This provided a format for examining how
districts viewed ELs, accounted for EL equitable identification, enacted equitable identification,
and involved stakeholders interacting in doing so.
Identity-Forming Discourses of Gifted English Learners
The four identity-forming discourses of gifted ELs did not represent the ways gifted ELs
saw or promoted themselves. Instead, the discourses were the views of others in positions of
power. In this case, that was the state and districts as the authorities for all matters related to
gifted education, including identification. The state and district views, then, took four forms.
Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Definitions and Designations
Colorado presented a view of gifted ELs by definitions and assigned designations in
language revealed at the state level and echoed by district. ELs were not merely defined by their
EL status; they were also encompassed within designations as underrepresented and CLED.
Including specific references to EL status by level of English attainment was the primary
identifier for a student’s inclusion as an EL. The specificity of their EL status supported viewing
them as linguistically diverse with attending needs for language considerations for identification
as well as family communication and engagement. This was written in the context of ELs as an
underrepresented population, whether district authors addressed ELs as underrepresented in their
own right or as ELs as one of several underrepresented populations. Finally, ELs were
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designated as CLED because the state and district authors addressed not only EL linguistic
diversity, but also the cultural and ethnic diversity considerations that may be present. The three
views together of ELs as students still acquiring English language who were underrepresented
with cultural and ethnic characteristics formed a view of ELs as more than just their language
status.
Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Accountability
Colorado presented a view of gifted ELs by how the state and district authors accounted
for their equitable identification. In requiring gifted learners to be identified, Colorado authors
included legal statutes that referred to gifted ELs as both underrepresented and CLED. The Rules
also were the legal basis for district accountability for implementing gifted education, including
equitably identifying underrepresented populations of learners with specific references to ELs.
This accountability took the form of 4-year program plans that documented what districts were
doing and targets for continuous progress over those 4 years. The Guidance document that
supported districts in preparing a program plan represented a reflective process for districts
through not only requirements, but also questions for each component with language that
included gifted ELs beyond the ways stated in the Rules. It was also the Guidance document that
included funding tied to districts producing not only the program plans, but also an end of year
report as included in its entirety in the Guidelines document. This end of year report also had a
section to provide evidence for each of the Rules and a consequence of being put on an
improvement plan if not in compliance.
In turn, district authors produced program plans that addressed equitable gifted EL
identification as required by the state. District authors set the foundation for their efforts by
reporting the proportionality of CLED students in district demographics and noting when ELs
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were underrepresented, what the district had already been doing about it, and what they would do
next. In doing so, district authors not only reported specific targets to increase their
representation of gifted ELs, they also elaborated on what the district was currently doing that
was or was not yielding results and what the district was going to do next to improve success in
identifying ELs. In some cases, these planned improvements were meant to capitalize or improve
on what had already been successful. These ongoing improvement efforts reflected responses to
the state requirement for accountability. In some cases, the district authors specifically referred
to the state’s requirements or recommendations that had resulted from state oversight processes.
These ongoing efforts for improvement included district initiatives of revising identification
process to reflect a more inclusive approach, researching new measures to better support ELs’
linguistic and cultural diversity, and building bridges between district and family/community
stakeholders as well as generally increasing awareness of who ELs were and what they needed
for equitable gifted identification.
Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Identification Processes and Procedures
Colorado presented a view of gifted ELs by how the state and district authors articulated
the need for specific processes and procedures to equitably identify gifted ELs. The state
Guidelines document provided information about gifted EL equitable identification through
casting an inclusive, wide net. This included not only measures that addressed ELs’ linguistic
diversity, but also the inclusion of family and friends as partners through informing and engaging
families and the community. It was at the district level, however, that there was further
elaboration on just how this equitable identification was addressed.
The state’s authors recommended universal screening, and district authors reported on
enacting procedures for gifted ELs, such as selecting nonverbal measures or measures in other
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languages, as well as using native speakers to administer them. This also included securing
referrals from not only classroom teachers, but also EL staff and family through the use of forms
or formal scales selected for their sensitivity to CLED characteristics. These CLED measures
also extended to the use of alternative or additional measures if students were not being found
through the traditional measures used by the district to compile a body of evidence. The
emphasis for ELs in the body of evidence was being flexible with the criteria (e.g., scores or
combinations of measures) to include rather than exclude.
Selection of measures and interpretation of results reflected districts’ outreach to and
inclusion of stakeholders. This included a team approach with those who worked with ELs in an
effort to better understand gifted EL characteristics and support their equitable identification.
Additionally, districts formed talent pools or watch lists with supports in place for developing
student talent and retesting students when ready. Employing an inclusive view of casting a wide
net to find student strengths through involving knowledgeable stakeholders and being flexible
with measures and criteria used, as well as supporting talent development until students were
ready for formal identification, represented Colorado’s approach to ensure equitable
identification of gifted ELs.
Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Stakeholder Interactions
Colorado presented a view of gifted ELs by how the state and district authors articulated
stakeholder interactions in equitable identification. Stakeholders included both those who
represented students’ families and community and also district personnel. The state documents
included references to gifted and EL staff collaboration to support family communication,
understand EL programming, and determine how to enhance learning and language acquisition.
Stakeholder interactions were represented at the local level by district authors echoing
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and elaborating on these recommendations. Districts took a team approach to identification
through conferring, consulting, and collaborating with EL staff to better understand gifted EL
characteristics, as well as including them on advisory councils. Gifted departments engaged in
cross-department support and provided professional development to staff on gifted EL referrals,
characteristics, needs, and test administration as well as reaching out to encourage staff referrals
of ELs.
Additionally, stakeholder interactions at the district level included outreach to and
engagement of families and community. These represented those times when districts went
beyond informing the family and community and provided opportunities for their participation
through advisory councils, parent discussion groups, and partnering in the educational plan
determination of student services, if identified, as well as the referral process. This engagement
included translated documents and the use of translators for individual meetings and group
events, as needed.
Use of Language Across Discourses
In complement to the discourses, there were four themes representing the use of language
across discourses. There were words and phrases that reflected the ways topics of interest
regarding ELs were addressed. The themes provided complementary context for the discourses.
First, the documents included language that emphasized, encouraged, and reflected effort in
equitably identifying gifted ELs. These represented what was being done or planned to be done
for gifted ELs and highlighted the importance of the process. Second, the documents included
language of perceived challenges in the context of supports. Infrequent in use, these were
references to what needed to be done for gifted ELs and why, but did include language that was
limiting in nature. Third, there was language of expectations, strengths, and potential that framed
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best practices for understanding and identifying ELs as recommended and enacted. The use of
such encouraging language complemented a fourth use of language of inclusivity and support.
Ultimately, it was this language through such references to ELs as “our” ELs, families, and
community that represented the inclusive spirit of ensuring gifted ELs were addressed in
identification. Given the infrequent use of limiting language around perceived challenges in the
context of providing support against all of the empowering and positive language, the balance of
the language across documents was positive.
Relationship of Findings to the Literature
Colorado’s gifted EL identity-forming discourses involve components related to the
literature of gifted EL identification.
Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Definitions and Designations
Colorado referred to ELs by their level of English attainment, and as both
underrepresented and also culturally, ethnically, and linguistically diverse. Regarding level of
English attainment, Siegle and colleagues (2016) reported on the term EL used interchangeably
with Limited English Proficient, with the latter existing in federal language of rules as reported
by the National Council for Teachers of English (Fleischer, 2017) but falling out of favor due to
a deficit view of something that is outside of a student’s control. This echoed the existence of the
term Limited English Proficient in Colorado’s Rules with the use of a variety of less limiting
terms in the state Guidelines document and district programs (e.g., English Language Learners or
English as a Second Language learners). The move to the more inclusive term of ELs was
reflected in a study of gifted EL underrepresentation commissioned by the OELA (Siegle, 20142015).
The OELA had charged Siegle (2014-2015) with studying gifted ELs as underrepresented
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as part of the work of the National Center for Research on Gifted Education. Colorado similarly
viewed gifted ELs as underrepresented at the state level in its Rules and Guidelines document, as
did districts in their program plans. Studies that referred to EL underrepresentation took two
forms. One set of studies in the literature was on ELs and referred to their underrepresentation
(Allen, 2017; Brulles et al., 2011; Coronado & Lewis, 2017; Harris et al., 2007; Iowa
Department of Education, 1999; Matthews, 2014). In complement to studies on ELs, studies on
underrepresentation included ELs as one of several populations (Borland, 2004; Callahan, 2005;
Card & Giuliano, 2016; Lakin, 2016; McBee et al., 2016; Payne, 2011; Peters & Engerrand,
2016). Colorado referred to gifted ELs in both ways of ELs as underrepresented and
underrepresentated populations including ELs.
The terms CLD and CLED were used at the state and district levels, echoing what is
found in the literature in two ways. Some researchers referred to cultural and linguistic diversity
(Ford et al., 2008; Kitano & Lewis, 2007; Lidz & Macrine, 2001; Swanson, 2016). Other
researchers referred to cultural, linguistic, and ethnic diversity (Briggs et al., 2008; Briggs &
Renzulli, 2009; Elhoweris et al., 2005; Lee & Olszewski‐Kubilius, 2006; Michael-Chadwell,
2011; Milner & Ford, 2007). However, Colorado’s use differed from researchers who referred to
the “E” in CLED as economic diversity of culturally, linguistically, and economically diverse (de
Wet & Gubbins, 2011; Ottwein, 2020). However, those were limited in the literature, so their
exclusion in the Colorado documents was not surprising.
Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Accountability
Colorado addressed accountability both from the district to the state and within the
districts themselves in how they held themselves accountable through formative assessment. The
state’s oversight through program plans, end of year reports, and the formalized C-GER process
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represented data collection to inform effective planning and determining whether targets have
been met (VanTassel-Baska, 2006). Colorado viewed the combination of these measures as a
systematic way of improving program performance (Hunsaker & Callahan, 1993), including the
goal of district proportionality of gifted ELs as in response to demographics and reviewing them
and changing as approaches as necessary (Ford et al., 2008). Specifically, Bernal (2002)
reported that districts who achieve some success in identifying CLED students should leverage
that initial success, which districts did in noting what had worked for them to date and what they
needed to review, revise, and find to improve moving forward. This is important in the context of
Ford’s (1998) call for an “honest self-appraisal” (p. 74) of ways identification is failing to find
diverse students being an important first step in addressing the problem. Colorado’s ongoing
communication between the state and district and within districts aligned to Neumeister and
Burney’s (2019) characterization of program evaluation as a systematic means for formative
evaluation to assess current strengths and challenges and allow for recommendations for
improvement, including what Callahan and colleagues (2017) referred to as providing context for
with whom, where, and under what conditions gifted EL identification measures are working.
The state C-GER process allowed for clear communication by the state to the districts and the
Colorado Board of Education as stakeholders regarding the outcomes of district efforts
(Hunsaker, 2000), with districts reporting their next steps directly based on C-GER process
recommendations and using the results to seek additional resources and expanding efforts
(VanTassel-Baska, 2006).
Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Identification Processes and Procedures
Colorado included gifted ELs in their overall gifted identification protocol, meaning that
there were efforts to identify them as early as other learners, as recommended by Castellano
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(1998) and the Iowa Department of Education (1999). Colorado initiated identification through
referrals and universal screening.
Referrals
Colorado included referrals by teachers and parents as discussed in the literature (Allen
2017; Brulles et al., 2011; Elhoweris et al., 2005; Ford et al., 2008; Jolly & Matthews, 2012;
McBee, 2006; McBee et al., 2016). Colorado used referrals as a helpful means for including ELs,
as found by Grantham and colleagues (2005), the Iowa Department of Education (1999), and Lee
and Olszewski‐Kubilius (2006). However, in doing so, they also referred to ways they overcame
challenges of limiting teacher understanding or beliefs (Allen, 2017; Brulles et al., 2011;
Elhoweris, et al., 2005; Ford et al., 2008; Siegle et al., 2016) or family access to the process
(Ford, 1998; McBee, 2006). As such, districts provided professional development for staff on the
characteristics of gifted ELs (Allen, 2017; Brulles et al., 2011; Elhoweris, et al., 2005; Ford et
al., 2008; Siegle et al., 2016). Such professional development efforts were often noted as a
continuing process, reflecting advice on the needs for ongoing trainings (Brulles et al., 2011;
Renzulli, 2005).
Districts also engaged parents in the process and provided supports for them to complete
referrals, which was recommended by Ford (1998) and McBee (2006). Researchers noted the
value of parents’ ability to communicate information about their child as a gifted learner (Ciha,
1974; Jolly & Matthews; Lee & Oszewski-Kubilius, 2006). The literature also included a
component for self- and peer referrals (McBee, 2006) as several districts did.
Universal Screening
Colorado’s use of universal screening as helpful for gifted ELs echoed what was found in
the literature (Card & Giuliano, 2016; Bianco & Harris, 2014; Brown, 2012; Ford, 2015;
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Grissom & Redding, 2016; Gubbins et al., 2018; Hughes et al., 2009; Peters & Brulles, 2017;
Plucker & Peters, 2016). Ford found universal screening to be an approach that supports both
equal and equitable identification efforts, while other researchers found it helpful as part of an
RtI approach (Bianco & Harris, 2014; Brown, 2012; Hughes et al., 2009), which Colorado uses.
Colorado recommended universal screening and provided funding in support of it that aligns
with the financial and resource challenges of its implementation as found by Lakin (2016),
McBee (2006), and Plucker and colleagues (2017).
Measures
The literature revealed the importance of selecting and using multiple measures in ways
that achieve demographic proportionality through culturally and linguistically sensitive
approaches.
Using Multiple Measures. Colorado used multiple measures for identification by
collecting a body of evidence through measures on intellectual ability, characteristics and
behaviors, achievement, and demonstrated performance. Researchers noted the use of multiple
criteria for diverse learners, including ELs (Castellano, 1998; Brulles et al., 2011; Gubbins et al.,
2018; Pfeiffer, 2002b; Renzulli & Reis, 2010; Richert, 1985). Brown and colleagues (2005)
found educational professionals strongly agreed on the importance of using multiple measures.
The literature addressed the challenges of implementing multiple measures. Peters and
colleagues (2013) cautioned that the measures chosen and processes for their use can affect the
size and diversity of the resulting population. Callahan and colleagues (1995) referred to the
problem of multiple criteria being interpreted as “multiple hurdles” while Lakin (2018) and
McBee and colleagues (2014) articulated three rules of (a) requiring students to meet minimum
competency on all measures; (b) allowing a high score on one measure to compensate for other
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lower scores; and (c) averaging the scores for one total score. Overall, Colorado followed the
second rule by allowing for flexibility in meeting criteria, although one district had been using a
point system and giving ELs an additional point for their status in effort to help them meet that
score (Lakin, 2018). However, that district recognized the limitations of the process and were
revising it to be more equitable. Although most districts did not refer to the norms they used,
some referred to seeking local norms for future use (Lohman, 2013; Oakland & Rossen, 2005;
Peters & Engerrand, 2016). While there were some structured approaches to the use of multiple
measures in the literature (Pierce et al., 2006; Renzulli & Reis, 2010), districts did not mention
the use of any particular strategy apart from addressing Colorado’s four categories within
Colorado’s recommended Body of Evidence.
Colorado’s use of multiple measures reflected an effort to search for potential in using
additional and alternative measures to seek giftedness in gifted ELs beyond traditional measures
that may not (Bianco & Harris, 2014; Brulles et al., 2011; Bruton & Robles-Piña, 2009; Ford &
Grantham, 2003; Ford et al., 2005; Frasier et al., 1995; Gubbins et al., 2018; Matthews, 2014;
Milner & Ford, 2007; Payne, 2011). Additionally, Colorado used culturally and linguistically
sensitive measures. Culturally sensitive measures included Renzulli’s SRBCSS that allows for
the use of local norms (Jarosewich et al., 2002) as well as the Kingore Observation Inventory
(PA Publishing, n.d.). No district authors reported the use of the Hispanic Bilingual Gifted
Screening Instrument despite its research basis for that population (Irby et al., 1999). For
linguistically sensitive measures, Colorado used measures of English acquisition, including the
annual state assessment and a commercially available assessment (Woodcock-Muñoz Language
Survey, n.d.), as rapid English acquisition may be an indicator of giftedness (Castellano, 1998;
Granada, 2003; Siegle et al., 2016). Beyond this, the use of nonverbal measures was ubiquitous
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across districts (Castellano, 1998; Ford & Harmon, 2001; Lewis, 2001; Lohman, 2005; Pfeiffer,
2015; Shaunessy et al., 2004). Gubbins et al. (2018) recommended the use of nonverbal
measures if they are valid and reliable. The measures noted by district authors included those
with studies on validity and reliability, although researchers cautioned against overinterpretation
of what the scores may represent and how they are used (Matthews & Kirsch; 2011; Plucker &
Callahan, 2014).
Gifted EL Identity as Formed by Stakeholder Interactions
Colorado addressed the roles of stakeholders interacting in support of identifying gifted
ELs. These included interactions between gifted and other departments, as well as the district and
families/community, which is a standard for gifted programming from NAGC (n.d.). This
included efforts not only to identify gifted ELs, but also to support those not yet formally
identified as suggested by Matthews and colleagues (2007). Colorado’s inclusion of EL staff
increased identification (Gubbins et al., 2018; Harris et al., 2009; Harris, 2014; Landrum, 2001),
especially when formalized. Further elaborating on the inclusion of family and community in the
referral process discussed above, the literature included Maker’s (2005) DISCOVER assessment
tool to be used for collaborative observation by not only a range of staff members, including the
EL department, but also by family and community members, although no state nor district
description addressed EL performance assessments. Tomlinson and colleagues (1996)
recommended working with diverse communities to determine how that community would
identify giftedness. This would be afforded by the inclusion of community members in advisory
councils.
Implications of the Study
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This study on how gifted EL identities were formed by the use of language and structures
within and across the state and districts revealed how a state that equitably identified
commensurate numbers of gifted ELs viewed them. The four discourses that emerged on
definitions and designations of gifted ELs, accountability for their equitable identification, and
the use of specific processes and procedures to do so as enacted by stakeholder interactions have
implications for policy and practice.
Implications for Policies
One finding indicated that defining and attributing designations to gifted ELs was
important in their equitable identification. The state did not simply refer to gifted ELs by their
level of English attainment. It also interwove references to them by their membership within
underrepresented and CLED populations throughout all of the documents. This repetition and
multiple-lens view in the context of meeting the identification needs of being an EL as well as
underrepresented and CLED provided a holistic view. States and districts should specify and
elaborate on who gifted ELs are to provide context for what they need for equitable identification
in multiple ways that promote additional context for understanding and enactment. Doing so for
not only EL status but also as members of underrepresented and CLED populations leverages the
protections and supports of those populations for gifted ELs.
It was not enough, however, for Colorado to define and attribute designations to gifted
ELs. Instead, another finding reflected the importance of accountability. The state mandate was
the basis from which all efforts stemmed. By including and reinforcing gifted EL inclusion in
elaborations across state documents, the state kept accountability for their equitable EL gifted
identification prominent. The enforcement of this state mandate took place through formative
assessment by the state holding districts accountable through their 4-year program plans, end of
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year reports, and the ongoing C-GER process that engaged districts in setting gifted EL
identification targets and reporting on their efforts to meet them. This process required districts
to engage in a reflective process of self-evaluation and determination of how to continue to
improve. Beyond enacting mandates to ensure the equitable identification of gifted ELs, states
should engage districts in an ongoing, reflective process of self-evaluation and improvement
with state support for growth. Additionally, districts should undertake this self-evaluation with a
goal to review, revise, and renew policies and procedures in reaction to how well they are
achieving the goal of achieving district demographic proportionality for gifted ELs.
Implications for Practice
Additional findings related to identification processes and procedures in support of an
inclusive view of gifted ELs by casting a wide net to search for what districts referred to as
talent, potential, and strengths. This inclusive view was enacted by compiling a body of evidence
consisting of multiple measures designed to be culturally and linguistically sensitive, including a
measure of rate of English acquisition as an indicator of giftedness. These multiple measures
were used in thoughtful ways to include rather than exclude. Districts cautioned against letting
one low score preclude identification and emphasized the importance of using alternative or
additional measures if the ones in use were not sufficient. Additionally, if students did not meet
formal identification criteria, they were placed on a watch list or in a talent pool with services
and further identification measures when ready. States and districts, therefore, should adopt an
inclusive approach to gifted EL identification that casts a wide net of multiple measures that are
culturally and linguistically sensitive. Additionally, they should foster talent development prior
to formal identification for students as needed.
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Findings also indicated the importance of stakeholder interactions in support of gifted EL
identification. The gifted departments reached out to other departments to first inform and then
engage them in the process of understanding gifted EL characteristics and referring gifted ELs.
This was in the form of professional development for general education teachers, but more of a
collaborative approach with EL teachers. Interactions with EL staff included gifted teachers
learning about ELs and EL programming to inform gifted identification and services.
Additionally, EL teachers were sought for referrals, decisions about the outcome of EL student
identification, and support to inform and engage families and the community.
This family and community engagement was a means of involving them in aspects across
gifted identification, often through translated materials or the provision of translators for
individual meetings and group events. For families, this took place throughout the referral,
identification, placement, and programming processes for their own child, as well as
opportunities to participate in parent groups. This extended to the inclusion of parents and
community members on advisory councils that addressed issues of gifted programming,
including identification.
States and districts should include all stakeholders at all stages of the identification
process. Prior to identification, gifted departments should learn about their local population of
gifted ELs and the EL district services. In turn, the gifted department should provide information
and professional development to inform stakeholders and engage other departments in the
referral process. Finally, districts should engage parents both in the individual processes of their
own child’s identification, as well as opportunities for parent groups and having a voice in
district matters on advisory councils.
Recommendations for Future Research
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In this section, I recommend potential avenues of future research. These include
comparisons of Colorado to itself over time and to other states, as well as the potential for case
studies by district. Additionally, I review the potential for using Gee’s framework for
Fairclough’s CDA in gifted research.
In the time since these documents were collected for analysis, Colorado has continued to
identify gifted ELs and require districts to report their efforts through 4-year program plans. This
provides a basis for several possible studies. One study could be a follow-up CDA on Colorado’s
state documents and program plans from an ensuing point in time to see if there are any changes
and the implications of those changes. A similar CDA could be conducted with a state that has
similar gifted EL state and district documents to see if different discourses emerge. Another
study could be an examination of an individual Colorado district that specifically referred to the
ongoing process of trying to ensure gifted EL identification. This would involve comparing the
district’s program plans over time. Additionally, it would allow for observations and stakeholder
interviews to provide context on the associated outcomes of their efforts, including the
experiences of gifted ELs and their families.
CDA may provide a means for gifted research beyond this examination of gifted EL
discourses. CDA is a complex process with many theories and approaches beyond those chosen
for this study. It is malleable to suit the purpose of the documents at hand, as well as transcripts
of interviews, focus groups, and speeches. Fairclough’s CDA as focused on language as power
has potential for gifted education with its deliberations over conceptions and definitions of
giftedness, including the use of terms (e.g., gifted, talented).
Although Fairclough’s particular conception of CDA may or may not be the best suited to
an individual researcher’s purpose, Gee’s framework of building tasks is applicable to any CDA
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study. Its focus on different ways we construct the reality of our world through building tasks of
significance, identities, activities, relationships, connections, politics, and signs/symbols or ways
of knowing fosters a critical examination of what is at work in the way language is used. This is
important as one excerpt can work in multiple ways, helping to make what is implicit in text now
be explicit. As education is a field of documents, including laws, policies, guides, and research, a
framework to examine language use and its implications could provide findings for better
understanding and future changes.
Limitations
This study is limited by being a study of one state with existing documents. It is a
snapshot representing this state in one period of time. States vary greatly in their size,
demographics, and budgets. As gifted education is not a federal mandate, it is up to individual
states to determine what, if anything, they will do for gifted education. For those states that do
undertake gifted education, there is then the consideration of whether or not they address gifted
ELs. Therefore, although there are policy and practice implications to be made from the study,
they should be carefully considered in relation to other states and their districts, including
diversity within diverse populations, updated advances in the current state of gifted education in
their jurisdiction, needs and readiness.
Although the program plans were submitted by the district under the name of the
district’s gifted education director/coordinator with the superintendent’s signature, there is no
way determine how the report was written in terms of who contributed to the program plan. Even
if it were possible to determine who wrote the program plan, examining the language of the
districts through CDA purposefully focuses on the language as it existed in the documents
themselves that informs the discourses. Therefore, this analysis did not allow for an opportunity
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to ask the producers of the documents about their choices or probe for more information.
Conclusion
Identification is important in the context of access to gifted programming for appropriate
challenges to foster growth. This study of gifted ELs as viewed by a state that has equitably
identified them in commensurate numbers allowed for insight into the ways the state’s views
informed that outcome. Findings revealed four identity-forming discourses of the way those in
power, the state and district educational authorities, viewed gifted ELs to facilitate their equitable
identification. This included the importance of specifically defining and assigning designations
to gifted ELs as members of underrepresented and CLED populations beyond their level of
English attainment. Accountability ensured effort towards equitable identification to achieve
demographic proportionality through specific processes and procedures relative to gifted ELs, as
enacted through stakeholder interactions within districts and as outreach to families and
communities. These four discourses were informed by the formats, functions and
interrelationships of state and district documents, as well as language of encouragement,
emphasis and effort, perceived challenges in the context of supports, inclusivity and support, and
expectations, strengths, and potential that provided complementary context.
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Appendix
Figure A.1
Excerpt from Memo 1
Plan
1

Section
Comm.

PG. Part
3
Desc.

Excerpt
“3% of the district population is currently identified as
gifted. Of those currently identified students, 51% are
Hispanic; 40% are White. The remaining 9% are
redistributed among these ethnicities: American Indian
(1%), Black (2%), 2 or more races (6%). Proportionate
to district demographics, the district has identified
fewer Hispanics than Whites as gifted. There is a need
to identify more Hispanic students as gifted.”

2

Comm.

2

Desc.

“The Gifted Education Handbook is inclusive of
underrepresented populations, e.g., multi-cultural
considerations, English Language Learners (ELL), twiceexceptional learners, and students of poverty.”

11

Ident.

5

Desc.

“Currently, the ethnic make-up of our GT population
does not match the demographics of the total district
population. Identification of our gifted Hispanic
population has increased from 7% Hispanic GT
students in 2007 to 10.3% in 2011. We have increased
the identification of Hispanic students by almost 1%
each year for the last four years. Despite this increase,
the data still reflects a 17% deficit from the total
district demographics for our Hispanic students. We
are implementing the use of a wider range of tools and
indicators, as well as more professional development
for ELL and classroom teachers to increase awareness
of gifted behaviors in Hispanic students. Grade level
screens have been implemented in half of our bilingual
schools to seek out high potential students to target
for advanced instruction.”
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Reflections/Questions
This is the demographic parity I'd been reading about
in state documents. As I now begin to read the
program plans, I wonder about "Hispanic" as that is not
a language acquisition designation and there may
certainly be Hispanics who speak English (or also FLEPS
who have exited). The fact that there is 51% highlights
their inclusion of English/Spanish communication. I've
got to figure out my treatment of "Hispanic" in
considering discourses of ELs; perhaps not as a one-toone but contextually.
ELs are in the underrepresented population and
specifically called out among the other populations,
helping me to consider how to treat when
underrepresented is used without saying subpopulations. This would need to be the case by
program plan, however.
Wow, this is compelling. "Despite this increase" and
the data still reflecting a 17% deficit. It is specific and
reflective of the problems. It positions Hispanics with
ELs and includes classroom teacher and ELL teacher
need for increased awareness. It speaks to what
they've done (including in bilingual schools) to "seek
out high potential students to target for advanced
instruction." It is not that the talents are evident; it is
more talent-based and that it needs to be targeted an
ongoing.

Concepts
Demographic
parity;
Hispanic/EL
connection

Underrepresented as
part of a list

Ongoing
demographic
parity; Wider
range of tools;
More PD for EL
and general on
gifted
Hispanic;
Universal; High
potential

Program Plan Memo From Reading Two

POPULATION:
Non-English speaking students
Hispanic
SUMMARY:
They only talk about ELs in IDENTIFICATION. They note their demographics are a mismatch
and give us Hispanic and various forms of EL demographics.
Their universal gr. 3 Naglieri is to screen for non-verbal giftedness within English, and NonEnglish speaking students (IDENTIFICATION DESCRIPTION). If they score above 85% they
go into a talent pool and then tested with CogAT.
They have a designation of “Gifted Other” for students who score 95th percentile on Naglieri
and/or Nonverbal portion of the CogAT, score an advance in at least one sub-area of the CSAP
[Colorado State Assessment], and show characteristics from the Renzulli Scales checklists
(IDENTIFICATION DESCRIPTION).
They set IDENTIFICATION TARGET/S for ongoing monitoring their ID procedure, collecting
data to ensure identifying underrepresented populations, ensure equal and equitable access to
identification for all students. They also seek additional measures to improve ID in both areas
with a main goal of increasing Hispanic population ID.
On their chart of IDENTIFICATION TARGETS, they planned to continue to seek additional
measures and begin to strengthen identification with a pilot school to collect data and create a
baseline. This theme of continuing to monitor and collect data goes across specific demographic
equitable identification and increasing underrepresented ID.
REFLECTION:
Universal with Naglieri touted specifically for EL above 85 (more generous than the 95 we
usually see) and then looking for parent/teacher referrals and CogAT, so there is an allowance
beyond typical criteria?
Is there a significance to a designation as "gifted other" when they score on the Naglieri and/or
CogAT and the Renzulli scales?
This is one of the few districts to break down EL demographics by type.
It is interesting that they clarify the research and implementation process, including piloting, to
collect data, establish a baseline, and apply what they learn to continue to monitor and collect
data to ensure equitable identification.
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CONCEPTS
• DEMOGRAPHICS INCREASE HISPANIC AND TYPES OF ELS
• TALENT POOL
• UNIVERSAL GR. 3
• NAGLIERI FOR NON-ENGLISH SPEAKING
• “GIFTED OTHER”
• ONGOING COLLECT DATA AND MONITOR NEW ID
• UNDERREPRESENTED NEED ADDITIONAL MEASURES
• ONGOING TRY/PILOT, LEARN, APPLY
• DEMOGRAPHICS INCREASE UNDERREPRESENTED
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Figure A.2
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REFLECTION

a static overview of an Excel spreadsheet, the full contents of each cell do not appear in this
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